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A chronology of Choctaw archaeological assemblages is presented in the form of
six seriations. The assemblages come from sites in a contiguous region that includes the
North American Coal survey area in Kemper and Lauderdale counties. The results are
combined with other archaeological evidence to examine how Choctaw material culture
changed. Acculturation began in the mid-18th century, as indicated by small numbers of
European gunflints, beads, and glass scrapers found at Choctaw sites. The three divisions
of the Choctaw confederacy used different decorations in the 17th and 18th centuries;
combing became the main decorative treatment everywhere in the Choctaw homeland by
ca. 1780.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The Choctaws were the second largest American Indian group in the Southeast, as
well as the largest in Mississippi, throughout the 18th century. The Choctaws are
important historically because they were involved in the politics of each of the colonial
powers, as well as the politics of the United States, who had controlled the Southeast. A
few efforts have been made to study the Choctaws archaeologically through the ideas of
the direct historical approach, but they were hampered by a number of factors (Blitz
1985). Most of the studies that have used the direct historical approach, working from
the ethnographic present back into the past to study cultural change among Historic
Indian groups, were hampered by an inability to correlate an artifact assemblage from a
given site to a specific group. The studies also often suffered from a lack of
chronological control (Steward 1942). The latter factor is one reason why archaeology
has not been able to provide more information about the lives of those Choctaws who
lived from the 18th to the early 19th century. New data could be used to discover new
facts about the Choctaws through archaeology, though (Blitz 1985).
The few archaeological investigations done on the Choctaws before 1980 include
one that was done in 1925-1926 and a series of small surveys in the 1970s. Most of the
land they covered is in Jasper County (Atkinson 1976; Atkinson and Blakeman 1975;
Collins 1926, 1927; Penman 1977, 1978; Tesar 1974). John Blitz from the University of
1

Southern Mississippi conducted the first archaeological survey in Kemper County to
record 18th and 19th century Choctaw sites. The data collected during the survey were
used to conduct a systematic study of 18th century Choctaw material culture for a
master’s thesis, which created scholarly interest in the Choctaw tribe (Blitz 1985). Blitz
(1995: 152) later observed that the number of known Choctaw archaeological sites had
grown to over ninety. Blitz (1995: 152) also hypothesized that Choctaw archaeology can
be written as “archaeology as Native American history,” since so many Choctaw sites
had been found; he also said that Choctaw archaeology could become that if it can
overcome two problems that Blitz cited as impediments to the development of Choctaw
archaeology. They include: 1) the low number of systematic surveys that have been done
in the Choctaw homeland and 2) the lack of a chronological framework for Choctaw
ceramics. The goal of my thesis is to attempt to create a chronological framework for
Choctaw ceramics with those assemblages that were found during a few recent systematic
surveys of the Choctaw homeland area in Mississippi (Blitz 1995; Rafferty et al. 2011)
and use the resultant framework to answer questions about changes in Choctaw material
culture.
Before any chronological framework can be created for those Choctaw
assemblages, the enterprise must overcome the belief that the presence of the Chickachae
Combed pottery style at a site indicates that the occupants of the site were ethnic
Choctaw. The origins of that belief go back to when Henry Collins made surface
collections at a few Choctaw village sites in 1926 that included a number of pieces of a
new pottery type that he named “Chickachae Combed” (Collins 1927). Soon after that,
James Ford wrote that Chickachae Combed pottery was a reliable marker of occupation
2

by the Choctaws because it had been found at both the Nick and Nanih Waiya sites, both
of which could be reliably associated with the Choctaws (Ford 1936). Then, William
Haag (1954) wrote the first formal description of Chickachae Combed pottery.
Chickachae Combed pottery was also included among the pottery types in Quimby’s
Natchezean culture type, created using the pottery he had found during his excavations in
the Lower Mississippi Valley in 1957 (Quimby 1957). Those years of work had
reinforced the belief that Chickachae Combed pottery was indeed the quintessential
marker for a Choctaw occupation. Archaeologists found it at a number of sites in the
Lower Mississippi Valley and Mobile Bay, and those sites were each described as being
occupied by the Choctaws during the 18th and early 19th centuries (Galloway 1984).
The 1980 and 1981 excavations at the Fort Tombecbe site, 1Su7, provided the
first piece of evidence that Chickachae Combed pottery should not be regarded as
diagnostic of the occupation of a site by the Choctaws. The aboriginal pottery found at
the site dates to the period between 1736 and 1767 and does not include any combed
pottery, even though Choctaw occupation there is known from historical documents. The
evidence indicates that the Choctaws did not adopt combed pottery until the mid-18th
century (Parker 1982). The next piece of evidence came when Patricia Galloway (1984)
wrote that combed pottery had been found at a number of sites in the Lower Mississippi
Valley and the Mobile Bay area that were occupied by non-Choctaw groups. Using that
evidence, Galloway then hypothesized that the Indians of the Lower Mississippi Valley
had initially replaced incised pottery decorations with the combed decoration in the late
17th century. They were able to do so because they had recently obtained European trade
combs from those French traders who infiltrated the area in 1684. The Choctaw then
3

adopted combed pottery after they had received European combs via trade during the
mid-18th century (Galloway 1984).
With the realization that other pottery types were in use by the Choctaws prior to
contact, the need for a chronology of Choctaw sites was apparent. The first step was
taken when John Blitz described a Choctaw ceramic complex that he believed postdated
1770 based on his analysis of the Euro-American artifacts that were associated with
Choctaw pottery. The resultant Choctaw phase pottery series featured seven pottery
types that included Chickachae Combed, Mississippi Plain, Bell Plain, Kemper Combed,
Fatherland Incised, and two unnamed types (Blitz 1985). A few years later Blitz (1995)
attempted to create a Choctaw ceramic chronology when he put the pottery types from his
Choctaw phase ceramic series into a preliminary seriation. The seriation by Blitz can be
recognized as a step toward allowing archaeologists to be able to date individual sites and
also closely examine how Choctaw material culture changed in the 18th and early 19th
centuries (Blitz 1995). Two Choctaw sites, 22Ke594 and 22Ke596, were later recorded
during a 2000 survey of central Kemper County. The sites were dated using the pottery
seriation created by Blitz (1995) and can be recognized as an indication that some
measure of chronological order had been attained in the study of Choctaw archaeology
(Thomas et al. 2000).
The chronological framework for Choctaw ceramics has been created with the
method of seriation, which orders assemblages through time and allows one to examine
material culture change continuously through time. The chronological framework that I
create is then used to address two questions in Choctaw archaeology: 1) the history of
the Choctaw divisions; and 2) the rate of acculturation. Those two topics can be
4

examined through the features and portable artifacts left behind in the archaeological
record of the Choctaws. The topic of acculturation is the one with the broadest
implications, and it is not limited to what is found preserved in the archaeological record.
The moment at which the Native Americans first met the Europeans is known as contact,
and the Native Americans are thought to have changed afterwards. The culture of the
Native Americans did not change all at once, but in a process that spanned many years.
The years of change can be examined continuously through time through seriation. The
Choctaw divisions existed in the period before contact and there is some evidence that
they may have changed as a result of contact. The current study examines the ways in
which those changes occurred. The data examined in this study primarily came from the
North American Coal survey (Rafferty et al. 2011), which will be discussed later. Other
data produced in additional surveys are also used to supplement the North American Coal
survey data.

5

CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
The Nanih Waiya Mounds site in Winston County was the first archaeological site
related to Choctaw history to be studied because it is so prominent in the ancient
Choctaw migration and creation stories. The first archaeologist to investigate the site was
Calvin Brown, who went there in 1917 and 1923. During the 1923 investigation, Brown
discovered that the earthwork that surrounds the site had eroded to about ¼ its original
size (Brown 1926). The next archaeologist to visit the site was Moreau B. Chambers,
who excavated the site in 1933, but did not analyze the pottery he collected. The
collection was later analyzed by James Ford, who said that the pottery indicated that the
site had been occupied during the prehistoric period, abandoned, and was then reoccupied
in the Historic period (Ford 1936). Then, a few Mississippi Department of Archives and
History archaeologists made a surface collection at Nanih Waiya in 1969. Another
surface collection at the Nanih Waiya site was made by a field school from Mississippi
State University (MSU) in 1970 (Carleton 1999: 149-150). More recently, a small
artifact collection was made during the course of a mapping project carried out by
Mississippi State (Herrmann and O’Hear 2014).
Kenneth Carleton, the Choctaw tribal archaeologist, conducted the first modern
study of the Nanih Waiya site, 22Wi500. The study by Carleton (1999) included the
examination of the four artifact collections previously made at the site, an investigation of
6

the remnant of the Nanih Waiya earthwork in 1996, and an examination of those historic
documents that describe visits to Nanih Waiya that were made by Euro-Americans since
the mid-18th century. As a result of the study, Carleton concluded that the site was
initially occupied during the Woodland period, was abandoned until the Late
Mississippian period, and was used by the Choctaws in the late 18th and early 19th
century, with use continuing until the time of Removal between 1830 and 1833 (Carleton
1999). Another modern study of the Nanih Waiya site was conducted by archaeologists
from Mississippi State University. The archaeologists identified those general features of
the site that were described in the seven 19th century descriptions of the site: the large,
flat-topped mound was referred to as Mound A, while the small conical mound was
referred to as Mound B. The archaeologists then attempted to identify the earthworks
that were also described by the 19th century observers. They therefore laid the map of
Nanih Waiya that was drawn by B.L.C. Wailes in 1854 over both a recent topographic
map and an aerial photo of the site (Herrmann and O’Hear 2014). They found that the
size of the mound complex as depicted on the 1854 map was about one square mile,
based on the distance from the section line drawn on the map to the other features of the
site. Halbert (1899) described the size of the site as one square mile, and the map overlay
suggests that the area enclosed by the earthworks is one square mile in area as well. The
researchers also discovered an artifact collection, as well as a sketch map, that was made
at the Nanih Waiya site by Jesse Jennings in 1940. An additional artifact collection was
made in the area of the main field east of Mound B, which is also the northeast boundary
for the site (Herrmann and O’Hear 2014). The artifacts were surface collected from an
area of eroded ground. The eroded area was hypothesized to represent a Middle
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Woodland occupation zone that was buried under one of the earthwork remnants that
once surrounded the mounds at Nanih Waiya. They did not excavate the eroded area or
take any soil samples, however. An artifact collection made by avocational archaeologist
Luke Parks in the field north or northeast of Mound A was also examined. Most of the
artifacts in the Parks collection were dated to the Woodland occupation, but two arrow
points that may date to either the Late Woodland or Choctaw occupation were present;
they were likely Choctaw period arrow points (Herrmann and O’Hear 2014).
The various artifacts that have been recovered from the Nanih Waiya site over the
years can be used to ascertain the occupational history of the site. The artifacts suggest
that the main occupation of the Nanih Waiya site was during the Woodland period. The
first archaeologist to recognize that fact was Moreau Chambers, who knew that the
artifacts that he collected included cordmarked sherds (Ford 1936). The artifacts
collected by Chambers were analyzed, along with other surface collections made at
Nanih Waiya, by Ken Carleton (1999: 143-150), who noted that the majority of the
pottery sherds in those collections represents an occupation during the Woodland period.
There is also some evidence in both the MSU collection and in the Charles H. Nash
Memorial Museum collection for an occupation at Nanih Waiya during the Early
Woodland Tchula period; the Tchula period artifacts in the Nash collection were unusual,
though, because they included a few artifact types that are rare in the area of east-central
Mississippi. There is some concern that part of the Nash collection may have come from
other sites in addition to Nanih Waiya (Carleton 1999: 146-149). Additional artifactual
evidence for the Woodland period occupation came from the surface collection that was
made by MSU in the northeast edge of the site in 2009. The area represents an
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occupation that occurred at Nanih Waiya prior to the construction of the earthwork that
surrounds the site. The artifacts in the surface collection included coarse sand-tempered
and fine sand-tempered pottery and arrow points, which support the identification of an
occupation during the Middle Woodland period. The artifacts in the Luke Parks
collection, as well as those in the surface collection made by Jesse Jennings in 1940, also
provide archaeological evidence of an occupation during the Woodland period
(Herrmann and O’Hear 2014: 17-19). An argument could therefore be made that the
main occupation of the Nanih Waiya site was during the Middle Woodland period.
There is also archaeological evidence for the occupation of Nanih Waiya by the
Choctaws in the 18th and early 19th centuries. The first archaeologist to find EuroAmerican artifacts at the Nanih Waiya site was Henry Halbert (1899: 224), who reported
that he found “bullets and other relics of European manufacture” scattered across the
surface of Nanih Waiya. Additional data supporting the Choctaw occupation include the
presence of Chickachae Combed pottery in two of the four surface collections that were
made at Nanih Waiya. Further evidence includes the presence of shell-tempered pottery
in all four of the pre-2009 surface collections, as well as the presence of mixed
shell/grog-tempered pottery in one collection (Carleton 1999: 145-150). The most
intriguing evidence for the Choctaw occupation was the magnetic gradiometer image of a
structure that was found in 2010 in an area that a historic sketch map indicated was once
the location of a mound (Herrmann and O’Hear 2014: 26-27). The area in which the
evidence of a structure was recorded is also significant because Chambers reported that
he found Chickachae Combed sherds in the area around those three small mounds that
had existed at the Nanih Waiya site in the early 20th century (Carleton 1999: 138-140).
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The three mounds were first mentioned by B. L. C. Wailes in 1854, when they were
nearly destroyed. The three mounds were not mentioned by subsequent scholars, though
some pottery was collected from that area. Most of the artifacts that were found on the
surface of the site were gone by 1923 (Carleton 1999: 133-139). Those pieces of
evidence suggest that the Choctaws did use Nanih Waiya, but do not prove that the
Choctaw confederacy (discussed later in this thesis) was formed there. The available
archaeological evidence therefore suggests that the Choctaw occupation of the Nanih
Waiya site was ephemeral.
In the late 19th century, the Choctaw historian Henry S. Halbert recorded the
location of a number of Choctaw village sites by examining 18th century French and
British maps and by interviewing elderly Choctaws still living in the ancient tribal
homeland (Halbert 1900, 1901, 1902). Using the locations given by Halbert for the
Choctaw villages of the 18th and early 19th centuries, Henry B. Collins conducted the first
archaeological study of Choctaw village sites in the summer of 1925. The purpose of
Collin’s reconnaissance mission in the Choctaw homeland was to ascertain how the
Historic period Choctaws related to the prehistoric inhabitants of the region. With the aid
of the ethnologist Hermes H. Knoblock, Collins visited ten Choctaw village locations in
late May and early June and excavated a few mound sites (Collins 1926). Collins later
returned to the Choctaw homeland in 1926 and took surface collections from four
Choctaw village sites, including large collections from Coosa and Chickasawhay. It was
during the 1926 field season that Collins found the specimens of Chickachae Combed
pottery at the Chickasawhay site, and the new pottery type was named “Chickachae,”
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which was the name that was given to the village of Chickasawhay by the French during
the mid-18th century (Collins 1927).
There were no other investigations of Choctaw village sites until archaeologists
from the Mississippi Department of Archives and History did a survey on Tallahoma and
Souinlovey creeks in Newton, Clarke, Jasper, and Jones counties in 1975. They found a
number of sites and were able to locate seven Historic Choctaw villages from the
Southern Division. They identified the village sites using a number of 18th century
French and British maps (Penman 1977). All of the sites from Clarke and Jasper counties
were discussed in a site report and a journal article on the 1975 investigation. Only one
Choctaw site, 22Nw508, was found in Newton County during the 1975 investigation.
The archaeologists also investigated the Little Laura site, 22Nw513, and the Volking site,
22Ck509, for a second time in 1976 (Penman 1977, 1978).
The last twenty years of the 20th century saw a surge in both archaeological
fieldwork and academic work in the Choctaw homeland as opposed to the paucity of
work that had been done during the decades prior. The majority of the new investigations
were initiated by Jerome Voss of the University of Southern Mississippi. He and his
student, John H. Blitz, conducted the first systematic archaeological survey in Kemper
County in 1982, which recorded a number of new Choctaw sites (Voss and Blitz 1983).
Using the data from the Kemper County survey and a few other sites, John Blitz wrote a
thesis in which he established the Choctaw ceramic complex and described the diversity
of Euro-American artifact types found on 18th and 19th century Choctaw sites (Blitz
1985). Students from the University of Southern Mississippi found more Choctaw sites
during the DeKalb Industrial Park survey in central Kemper County in 1984. The
11

artifacts found at those sites were similar to those found during the 1982 Kemper County
survey (Voss and Blitz 1988).
Around the same time, ethnohistorian Patricia Galloway presented evidence that
combed pottery had first been made by the Taensas, a tribe that had lived in the Lower
Mississippi River Valley during the late 17th century and in the Mobile Bay area in the
early 18th century. Using that information, Galloway hypothesized that the Choctaws
adopted the combed pottery design from other tribes at some point in the 18th century and
then used it to a significant degree after the mid-18th century (Galloway 1984). As part of
the process of testing Galloway’s hypothesis, Jerome Voss and Baxter Mann conducted
statistical tests on the lines on the combed pottery from those assemblages found during
the 1982 and 1984 Kemper County surveys. They only studied those sherds that could be
identified as Fatherland Incised, Chickachae Combed, or Kemper Combed, to determine
whether the lines that compose the decoration on the pottery were spaced less than 4 mm
apart. The decoration also had to be composed of two or more parallel lines in a
rectilinear, straight, or curvilinear arrangement to see if the lines on the combed pottery
sherds were significantly different from the lines on free-hand incised pottery; the tests
looked at several sets of data (Voss and Mann 1986). One test found that the interval
between the lines on the combed pottery is significantly less than the interval between the
lines on free-hand incised pottery. Those results may be biased because some pottery
fragments had more lines than others based on sherd size, which may distort the
frequency distribution. Another test found that the line intervals on the combed pottery
deviate less from the mean interval than do the line intervals for the free-hand incised
pottery. A third test found that the number of lines on the combed pottery is statistically
12

different from the number of lines on free-hand incised pottery in that the most common
number of lines that were present on those sherds that were described as being combed is
four, while the most common number of lines that were described as free-hand incised is
three. Such test results are not random because the sherds with an indeterminate number
of lines were not counted and sherd size is also not a factor (Voss and Mann 1986).
Three site clusters were identified by the fourth test: clusters A and B were in the Eastern
Division, while Cluster C was located in the Western Division. The test showed that the
free-hand incised pottery from Cluster A was significantly different from the free-hand
incised pottery in Cluster B, while the combed pottery in the two clusters was not
significantly different. Most of the pottery from Cluster C was decorated by combing,
and a comparison of the combed pottery between the two divisions showed that the line
intervals for Cluster C are significantly different from the line intervals for Cluster A, but
not significantly different from Cluster B. The difference is indicative of sub-cultural
variation, the nature of which is not certain (Voss and Mann 1986). The fifth test showed
that a comparison of the line intervals for combed pottery with the space between the
teeth on the French boxwood combs indicate that it is possible that Choctaws made
combed pottery using such combs. Voss and Mann (1986: 54-55) also believed that the
fact that the lines on combed pottery sherds were both regularly spaced and had a more
restricted range of line intervals than that seen on free-hand incised pottery is significant.
That fact is significant in that the standardization seen in the combed pottery types may
have functioned as a unifying principle that helped solidify the ties between the numerous
factions that existed within Choctaw society during the turmoil of the mid-18th century.
The one problem that Voss and Mann cited was the lack of a chronology for the Choctaw
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ceramics, which caused their conclusions to be tentative (Voss and Mann 1986). Voss
(1995) later discussed how combed pottery perpetuated ancient Choctaw traditions in
both domestic and mortuary contexts during the years after Removal. He also discussed
a second statistical test that compared specimens of free-hand incised and combed pottery
taken from Eastern and Western Division sites (Voss 1995). The test showed that freehand incised pottery represented disunity, as the specimens were only similar to those
found at nearby sites, while combed pottery specimens from every part of the Eastern
Division were all extremely similar to each other (Voss 1995).
Scholars also began to discover new facts about the origins of the Choctaws.
Using both archaeological and historical data, Patricia Galloway (1995) formulated a
“genesis hypothesis” for Choctaw origins. She found that the Choctaws had begun as a
few refugee groups from the areas surrounding the Choctaw homeland who had
coalesced into a tribal confederation in the 17th century. She noted that the Choctaw
became a tribe through a process that had involved the dissolution of a number of
chiefdoms, the death of part of the population of the chiefdoms from European disease,
and the movement of the rest of those populations to the Choctaw homeland in the 17th
century, where they formed the Choctaw confederacy (Galloway 1995). Ken Carleton
(1994) also did a study of aboriginal pottery from a number of Historic period Choctaw
sites and from sites from areas where the proto-Choctaws are now thought to have
originated. He found that the aboriginal pottery from the sites found in each of those
three divisions seems to indicate that Choctaw material culture evolved through a mixing
of elements from each division. The people from each division likewise came from
different localities (Carleton 1994). Tim Mooney used historical and archaeological
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evidence to generate data about Nicked Rim Incised pottery, which he noticed was in the
assemblage from the Chickasawhay site. Mooney found that the Choctaws from the
village of Chickasawhay had introduced the Nicked Rim Incised pottery style from their
former homeland in the Mobile River region and that the Nicked Rim Incised type had
also been found in many other Choctaw assemblages, but not in any of the assemblages
from the Western Division (Mooney 1992).
The order in which the different parts of Choctaw material culture changed over
the years was also examined. Mooney analyzed those artifact assemblages that were
generated as surface collections that had been made at the Coosa site, 22Ld512, in 1977
and at the Chickasawhay site, 22Ck502, in 1985. Mooney also analyzed artifacts that
were found in a 1x1 meter unit that was excavated at 22Ck502 in 1985, as well as the
artifacts found in an October 1984 excavation of the Oklahoma site, 22Ld532. Those
artifact types that he examined were gunflints, aboriginal pottery types, and EuroAmerican ceramic types. The assemblage from the Chickasawhay site was dated to the
mid-18th century, and it included gunflints of aboriginal manufacture and spall-type
gunflints that had been made by Europeans (Mooney 1995). The assemblages from both
the Coosa and Oklahoma sites date to the late 18th and early 19th centuries and include
prismatic-type gunflints manufactured by Europeans but no gunflints of aboriginal
manufacture. The gunflints of aboriginal manufacture were seen as an item that
represented the independence wielded by the Choctaws in their use of guns that they
obtained through the French supply system. The greater number of European-made
gunflints in those assemblages that date to the late 18th century could be the result of the
greater success of the Europeans in supplying the Choctaws with the gunflints that were
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necessary for the deerskin trade. Another interesting observation made by Mooney is that
the assemblages from the Chickasawhay site included a significantly higher percentage of
aboriginal ceramics as opposed to the percentage of Euro-American ceramics compared
to ceramics found at either Oklahoma or Coosa (Mooney 1995). The assemblage from
the Chickasawhay site is thought to show that the Choctaws did not totally abandon their
ancient tribal traditions during the mid-18th century, but instead selectively incorporated
various parts of Euro-American material culture into their material culture. The relative
numbers of aboriginal and Euro-American ceramics found at Coosa and Oklahoma are
equal, so the Choctaws simply augmented their own material culture. The data from
those sites were thought to show greater participation in the surrounding Euro-American
society of the early 19th century. Mooney also mentioned five additional sites that were
found during a 1982-1983 survey of Lauderdale County by MDAH and MSU
archaeologists, though he did not actually incorporate any data from them into his study
(Mooney 1995). Though the study by Mooney was initially published in article form, it
was later republished as a monograph soon after Mooney’s death in 1996 (Mooney
1997).
John Blitz (1995) attempted to bring order to Choctaw archaeology with a
seriation of Eastern Division Choctaw assemblages. The idea behind the attempt to
seriate those assemblages was that some of the pottery types included in the Choctaw
ceramic complex were chronologically significant types. He also said that more
information on material culture change in Choctaw society could be ascertained by
finding greater numbers of Choctaw archaeological sites (Blitz 1995). Another article
was written about the 1980-1981 Fort Tombecbe excavations. Aboriginal artifacts that
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were excavated from the site included a metallic arrow head that was dated to between
1737 and 1767, clay pipes, and aboriginal pottery that are thought to be Choctaw in
origin (Parker 1982).
One aspect of Choctaw material culture that has rarely been examined is Choctaw
subsistence. Evan Peacock and colleagues (2011) examined the subsistence strategy of
the Choctaw via archaeological evidence from a mid-18th century site in Neshoba County
known as the Loper site, 22Ne548, and an early 19th century site in Attala County known
as the Jackson’s Well site, 22At512. Included with the artifacts found in Feature 2 at the
Loper site were sixty insect carcasses that were identified as a genus of weevil and could
be a significant example of pest control by the Choctaws as described in the historical
documents. A large deer bone and a number of bone fragments from many different
mammal and avian species were found at Loper; a small percentage of the bones was
burned (Peacock et al. 2011). The bones found in Features 2 and 4 from the Jackson’s
Well site represented domesticated and wild species exploited by the Choctaw in the late
18th to early 19th centuries. It was noted that the assemblages from those two sites
indicate that the Choctaws may not have adopted any European species prior to the early
19th century, though a number of historical documents record that they had adopted a few
such species during the late 18th century (Peacock et al. 2011).
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CHAPTER III
RESEARCH QUESTIONS
The research problems that I will address in this thesis are Choctaw division
location and rate of acculturation. In order to study such changes, it is necessary to
establish a chronological framework.
The current study is based partially on the results of the North American Coal
survey, which was a systematic archaeological survey of 21,535 acres located on the
upper parts of the Chickasawhay River and its tributaries in Kemper and Lauderdale
counties (Rafferty et al. 2011). Figure 1 shows the location of the North American Coal
survey area and the parts, comprising about 21,000 acres (53,000 ha), that were surveyed.
The small area in the northeast part of Figure 1 that is covered by cross-hatching was
surveyed by Gardner (2007). The crosshatched area in the southwest (Figure 1) is U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers property, which was exempt from survey. The fieldwork was
conducted by archaeologists from Mississippi State University between May 2008 and
July 2010; new sites were discovered via three methods. Some sites were located via
surface survey, which was done in areas where the ground was visible. Shovel tests were
done in vegetated areas. Auger tests were done in the floodplain areas (Rafferty et al.
2011). Four hundred and forty-two new sites were recorded as a result of the survey,
though only sixty-nine of those sites yielded an assemblage that included any evidence of
an occupation that can be reliably attributed to the Choctaws. The location of the sixty18

nine sites with evidence of occupation by the Choctaws is shown in Figure 2. The main
goal of the North American Coal survey was an assessment of site significance, which
was done via an analysis of each of the different types of artifacts found at each site
(Rafferty et al. 2011).
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Figure 1

North American Coal Survey Area Boundary (from Rafferty et al. 2011: 20).

Areas surveyed shown in black.
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Archaeologists from TVAR conducted Phase II excavations at three sites from the
North American Coal survey area: 22Ke627, 22Ke630, and 22Ke718 (Johnson et al.
2013). The excavation at 22Ke630 revealed a poteaux en terre structure, which is the
first such structure to be found in the Choctaw homeland. The poteaux en terre structure
was built as an enclosed rectangular space with a shed attached (Johnson et al. 2013).
Waselkov (2009: 9) translated poteaux en terre as “post in ground,” and that it refers to
an earthfast structure described as having squared wall posts that are set upright in a
trench. The ceramic assemblage from 22Ke630 is significant because it included a large
number of Choctaw pottery sherds and tin-enameled ceramics. There were also a number
of other types of Euro-American trade goods such as glass trade beads, gun parts, etc.
included in the assemblage from 22Ke630 (Johnson et al. 2013). The poteaux en terre
structure at 22Ke630 is similar to other poteaux en terre structures found in the Mobile
Bay area (Waselkov 1989). I have two possible candidates for the identity of the
structure. The first possibility is that the poteaux en terre structure represents the site of
one of the warehouses that Galloway (1982) mentioned that the French built in the
Choctaw villages before 1747. The second possibility is that 22Ke630 is the house of
one of the French traders who went to live in the Choctaw villages in the mid-18th
century; a few of those traders were discussed by Galloway (1982).
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Figure 2

New Choctaw Sites Found in North American Coal Survey Area

22

The excavation at 22Ke627 indicated that the primary occupations occurred
during the Late Archaic and Gulf Formational periods, but there were ephemeral
Woodland and Choctaw components as well (Johnson et al. 2013). The excavation of
22Ke718 revealed several post alignments associated with a few rectangular, single-set
post Choctaw structures that can be dated to the late 18th to early 19th centuries. The
ceramic assemblage from 22Ke718 included a number of Choctaw pottery sherds and
pearlware, which indicates that the Choctaws had largely replaced the Fatherland Incised
type with the Kemper Combed type by this time. The other Euro-American artifacts in
the assemblage from 22Ke718 include glass beads, gun parts, etc., which are indicative of
a late 18th century to early 19th century occupation (Johnson et al. 2013). The various
features found during the Phase II excavations of the three sites are not reviewed in detail
by this thesis, though it is noted that the data have been used to conduct preliminary
studies of Choctaw material culture; one study examined subsistence (Hollenbach et al.
2014) and another examined Choctaw origins (Little and Johnson 2014, 2016).
Prior to the initiation of the MSU fieldwork, I conducted a distribution study of
both Chickachae and Kemper Combed pottery in 2008, and found a number of facts
concerning those types. The first was that Chickachae Combed pottery was widely
known as the pottery type of the Choctaws for many years after 1936, until it was
discovered in 1984 that Chickachae Combed pottery had also been made by groups that
lived in the Lower Mississippi Valley and in the Mobile Bay area. I found eighty-nine
assemblages from sites in the Lower Mississippi Valley, Oktibbeha County, the North
Central Hills, and northern Gulf Coast (Table 1) that include one or both of those combed
types. It should be noted that Ford (1936) and Haag (1954) had both mentioned that the
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assemblage from the Nick Place site included sherds of combed pottery. Hunter et al.
(1994) later reexamined the artifacts from the Nick Place site, 16Av4, and found that
there were not any sherds of Chickachae Combed pottery in the three assemblages that
have been collected there, so it is not listed in Table 1. There are also instances that are
recorded in Table 1 in which the Indians created combed pottery that was tempered with
either sand or a mix of shell and grog, so that there is some variability in that pottery
style, presumably across time. There is less variability across space, as most assemblages
that were not found in the Choctaw homeland were tempered with sand. The data
collected as a result of that distribution study clearly show that the Choctaws were not the
only group that made those two pottery types during the 18th century, and it suggests that
neither Chickachae nor Kemper Combed should be regarded as being diagnostic of a
Choctaw occupation.
Most of the 18th century sources on the Choctaws were written by European
observers who were biased by ethnocentrism and colonial ambition, so many scholars
study those sources with caution. Additional ethnographic data were later recorded by
late 19th century scholars, though it is thought that their data may not accurately describe
18th century Choctaw material culture because of changes thought to have been caused by
trade between the Choctaws and the numerous Euro-American settlers who came to the
area in the late 18th century (Blitz 1985: 7).
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Table 1
Site #
22Ke525
22Ke538
22Ke551
22Ke552
22Ke553
22Ke555
22Ke556
22Ke557
22Ld512
22Ck502
22Ck505
22Js534
22Js585
22Ke567-A
22Ke567-B
22Ke581
22Ke582
22Ke596
22Ke718
22Ke755
22Ke757
22Ke811
22Ke798
22Ke804
22Ke805
22Ke864
22Ck502
22Ld512
22Ld532
22Ld534
22Ld535
22Ld716
22Ne527
22Ne529
22Ne530
22Ne548
22Ck502

Distribution of Combed Pottery Types
Source Cited
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Voss 1984
Voss 1984
Carleton 1996
Carleton 1996
Thomas and Price
2000
Rafferty et al . 2011
Rafferty et al . 2011
Rafferty et al . 2011
Rafferty et al . 2011
Rafferty et al . 2011
Rafferty et al . 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Mooney 1997
Mooney 1997
Mooney 1997
Mooney 1997
Mooney 1997
Starr 2001
Atkinson 1976
Atkinson 1976
Atkinson 1976
Peacock et al. 2011
Penman 1977

Grog Sand Shell/Grog Shell
2
1
4
4
2
1
1
1
74
15
21
2
10
10
3
1
N/A
N/A
1
1
1
2
1

1
1

3
2
2
27
28
37

1
30
4
1
1
1
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N/A
1
1
N/A

3
24

25

1
6

1

Table 1 (Continued)
22Ck505
Penman 1977
22Ck508
Penman 1977
22Ck509
Penman 1977
22Js500
Penman 1977
22Js534
Penman 1977
22Js551
Penman 1977
22Js553
Penman 1977
22Js554
Penman 1977
22Js558
Penman 1977
22Js585
Penman 1977
isolated find Marshall 1978*
in Scott County
22Wi500
Carleton 1999
22Ok509
Penman 1977
22Ok529
Blakeman 1975
22Ok881
Gray B
22Ad501
Neitzal 1965
22Ad609
Brown 1985
22Ad631
Brown 1985
16Iv131
Quimby 1957
22Ws500
Brain 1989
22Wr502
Downs 2008
MLe14
Jennings 1941
16Wf25
Brain 1988
16Na16
Gregory et al. 2014
1Ba196
Knight 1977
1Ck1
Wimberley 1960
1Ck5
Wimberley 1960
1Ck21
Wimberley 1960
1Mb12
Wimberley 1960
1Mb32
Silvia 1989
1Mb156
Waselkov 1989
1Mb161
Waselkov 1989
1Ba337
Waselkov 1989
22Ja526
Blitz and Mann 2000
22Ja637
Lehmann 1984
16Ra60
Hunter 1994
22Ja564
Huey 2014
22Hr638
Hester 2012

14
6
N/A
4
65
1
1
2
1
38
1
20
1
4
N/A
2
3
1
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
6
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
15
5
1
5
1

17

1

26

4

Table 1 (Continued)
22Cs521
22Cs501
22Md563
22Md645
22At514
22Ok935
1Mb100
22Lo603
22Lo731



Atkinson 1985
16
Atkinson 1985
N/A
Heath 1978
N/A
O'Hear 2000
34
Peacock et al. 2011
N/A
site card
N/A
Fuller 1998
N/A
Ward 1984
16
Ward 1984
7
Schmitt and Bell 1954
N/A
Schmitt and Bell 1954
N/A
Perino 1978
N/A
Perino 1978
N/A
Starr and Mainfort 1999*
N/A

1

Was found as either an isolated find or a local artifact collection
Divisions
Historical documents indicate that the 18th century Choctaw were composed of a

number of villages that were organized into three groups called divisions, and that each
division was located on a local river system (Figure 3). The Eastern Division was located
on the Sucarnoochee River in Kemper County, and the Western Division was located on
the Pearl River in Neshoba County. The Southern Division was located along the
Chickasawhay River in Lauderdale, Clarke, Jasper, and Newton counties. The North
American Coal survey area is located along the border between the Eastern and Southern
divisions. The three divisions were in the North Central Hills physiographic region (Blitz
1985: 33). The Western Division was also known as the Okla falaya. The Eastern
Division was known as the Okla tannap, or the Okla ahepat. The Southern Division was
known as the Okla hannali. Those three divisions were loosely united into a tribal
confederation (Blitz 1985: 8-12).
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Figure 3

Choctaw Political Boundaries in the Late Eighteenth and Early Nineteenth
Centuries (from Blitz 1985: 14)

The three divisions described above were originally defined by Halbert (1901),
who based his data on interviews he conducted with elderly Choctaws who still lived in
the Choctaw homeland in the late 19th century. The Choctaw division boundaries that
they described were the boundaries that existed during the early 19th century, prior to
28

Removal in 1830. Those divisions covered most of Mississippi, though it is clear that the
original homeland did not cover that much territory. Blitz (1985: 23) believed the
original homeland of the early 18th century covered seven counties in the Choctaw
homeland. Halbert (1901: 376) also recorded that the boundaries for the three divisions
converged at the Eastern Division village of Kunshak bolukta, which was located in
southwestern Kemper County. Kunshak bolukta was located about one and a half miles
from the border with Lauderdale County and about two miles from the Neshoba County
border. The boundary descriptions that were provided by Halbert (1901) were used by
Blitz to create Figure 3, which emphasizes how the divisions were related to the local
river courses.
The earliest European document that offers data on the three Choctaw tribal
divisions describes the initial meeting between the Choctaws and the French. The
meeting occurred during the conference that was held in Old Mobile in March 1702 in
order to establish peace between the Choctaws and the Chickasaws. The French trader
Henri de Tonti brought the Chickasaw and the Choctaw chiefs to the conference, and
Tonti recorded their route through the Choctaw villages in his journal. Pierre Le Moyne,
sieur d’Iberville, the founder of the Louisiana colony, later made a speech at the 1702
conference in which he persuaded the Chickasaw to stop their attacks on the Choctaw.
Iberville recorded the text of his speech as well as the events of the 1702 conference at
Old Mobile in his journal. Tonti did not record any of the events of the 1702 conference
in Old Mobile (Galloway 1995: 197-198).
The relevant evidence includes the fact that Iberville recorded that four Choctaw
chiefs went to the 1702 conference in Old Mobile, which may indicate that the Choctaws
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were divided into four divisions in 1702. Tonti contradicted Iberville when he recorded
that three Choctaw chiefs went to the conference; a total of three chiefs would correlate
with the existence of the three divisions in the early 18th century. Iberville also recorded
a census in which he said that the Choctaws lived in three “villages,” which caused
scholars to believe that the Choctaws were divided into three divisions in 1702. The list
of Choctaw villages made at the 1702 conference is also important in that the Southern
Division villages were not included on the list (Galloway 1995: 197-198). The Jesuit
priest Father Michel Baudouin referred to the Eastern and Western divisions collectively
as the “Choctaws” and mentioned the Southern Division villages in a manner that
suggests that they were considered as separate from the rest of the Choctaws. Baudouin
was the priest who lived in the Jesuit mission in the village of Chickasawhay in the mid18th century, and his testimony is an indication that the people who lived in the Southern
Division villages had not been completely integrated into the Choctaw confederacy by
the time that the mission existed (Blitz 1985: 13). A few of the European colonists who
observed the Choctaws in the early 18th century recorded that the Choctaws who lived in
each of the three divisions exhibited some cultural differences, which included aspects of
language, hair style, tattoos, and clothing (Swanton 1931: 56-57). There is no
archaeological evidence for those differences, though they may be reflected in the pottery
types that were introduced into Choctaw material culture by those new groups that joined
the Choctaw confederacy after 1702.
Another issue that can be studied archaeologically is whether the material culture
of the three divisions became more or less similar through time. Blitz (1995: 151)
hypothesized that each of the three Choctaw tribal divisions was represented by a
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separate ceramic lineage in the earliest assemblages: the Eastern Division was a variant
of the Moundville lineage, the Southern Division was a variant of the Pensacola lineage,
and the Western Division was a variant of the Plaquemine lineage (Figure 4). One aspect
of Figure 4 should be clarified. The Eastern and Western divisions are both clearly
shown, but the Southern Division is not. The Southern Division is instead divided into
three sections in Figure 4: the Chickasawhays, the Sixtowns, and Concha. Such a village
configuration reflects the thinking of Halbert (1901: 379), who had first hypothesized that
those three groups had consolidated to form the Southern Division by the early 19th
century. The archaeological evidence is currently unclear as to whether the various
villages that composed the Southern Division had shared a common pottery tradition that
originated near the Pensacola cultural area, but it is certain that those villages did
contribute their pottery styles to the emergent Choctaw culture. The ceramic lineages
that were introduced into the homeland area by the various refugee groups that had
formed the Choctaws were eventually blended into a single lineage that could be referred
to as “Choctaw” by the early 19th century according to the hypothesis by Blitz (1995:
151) that was mentioned above. Halbert (1901) had suggested that the Choctaws
continued to recognize three tribal divisions until Removal occurred between 1830 and
1833, which suggests that each of the three divisions would have continued to create
pottery according to their ancestral material cultures. A more accurate assessment of the
archaeological evidence is needed to ascertain whether the Choctaws developed a single
material culture between the early 18th century and the early 19th century.
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Figure 4

Choctaw Tribal Formation, 1500-1700

(Reproduced from Choctaw Genesis, 1500-1700 by Patricia Galloway by permission of
the University of Nebraska Press. Copyright 1995 by University of Nebraska Press)
Rate of Acculturation
The acculturation of the Choctaws began at the 1702 Old Mobile conference. The
French leader Iberville persuaded the Chickasaws into a temporary peace, and persuaded
the Choctaws to participate in the deerskin trade (Galloway 1995: 197). The French
occupied Old Mobile from January 1702 to mid-1711, when they moved to the present32

day site of Mobile. A few delegates from the Choctaw confederacy went to Mobile Bay
every year in the years after 1702 in order to attend the annual conferences on the parade
ground near Fort Louis and to engage in the deerskin trade (Waselkov 2002: 4-5). The
material culture exhibited by the Choctaws in 1702 is thought to be their baseline culture.
Previous archaeological studies of the Choctaws have not been able to establish the
baseline culture of the Choctaws due to the lack of a chronological framework for
Choctaw ceramics.
One aspect of the baseline culture of the Choctaws detailed in the historical record
is their sociopolitical organization. There may have been at least fifty Choctaws villages
in existence in the Choctaw homeland area, and each of those fifty villages had its own
village chief. Each of those fifty village chiefs was assisted by five officials: tichoumingo, taskanagouchi, soulouche oumastabe, paemingo, and fanimingo. The leadership
in each village also included the “honored men” and the “principle warriors,” though
there is little indication in the historical record of what roles they played in Choctaw
politics (Galloway 1982: 292-294). Each of the three divisions that composed the
Choctaw confederacy essentially operated as a simple chiefdom, and the important
decisions in each division were made by the council of “beloved men.” The council of
“beloved men” was led by the okla mingo (Blitz 1985: 8-9). The okla mingo was the
division chief, which was the position that was held by the man that represented his home
division in negotiations with outside groups. The division chief was initially not a
permanent position, but was only filled in times of conflict. The division chiefs first
appeared in the historical record as the three or four chiefs that went to the 1702 Old
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Mobile conference; the number of chiefs that went to the 1702 conference is therefore
important because each division was represented by one chief (Galloway 1982: 295).
The French understood the Choctaw sociopolitical system to a degree, and
attempted to exploit that system through trade. Bienville realized that it would be too
costly to give gifts to each of the fifty Choctaw village chiefs and therefore developed a
system through which to give trade goods to a single Choctaw chief. The French then
created the position of Great Chief of the Choctaws to act as the chief to whom the
French would give those trade goods. He would then redistribute those trade goods to the
many village chiefs (Blitz 1985: 15-16). The pro-French Eastern Division chief,
Chicacha Oulacta, became the first Choctaw chief to be granted the title of the Great
Chief of the Choctaws as his reward for his involvement in the defeat of the English
trader Thomas Nairne and his Choctaw allies in the Western Division in 1708 (Galloway
1994b: 515-516). A number of men later held the position of Great Chief of the
Choctaws during the rest of the French colonial period. One of the chiefs who held that
position the longest was Mingo Tchitto, the chief of the village of Couechitto (White
1981).
Another political office that the French sought to exploit was the division chief;
the French wanted to manipulate Choctaw politics so that the position of division chief
could be a permanent position of power and could be controlled by the French. One
French colonial governor, Perier, created a policy where each division chief was given a
medal as a reward for his support of the French (Galloway 1982: 295). The policy would
have been implemented at the time that Perier replaced Bienville as governor of the
Louisiana colony from about 1724 until 1733 (Lafargue 1927: 161). The number of
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Choctaw medal chiefs recognized by the French prior to 1732 is unknown, but a list made
by Regis du Roullet in 1732 indicates that it had grown to five. There were six by the
time of the outbreak of the Choctaw Civil War, and they included two of the division
chiefs, two village chiefs, the Great Chief, and the war chief (Galloway 1982: 297-298).
Those attempts by the French to manipulate the Choctaw political structure are
represented archaeologically by the presence of European artifacts in assemblages from
the Choctaw homeland area.
The French first gave the Choctaw European trade goods as a gesture of good will
during the 1702 conference in Old Mobile. The French recorded that they gave both the
Choctaw and Chickasaw delegates over ten different types of trade goods at the
conference, but at least four of those types of trade goods would not usually be preserved
archaeologically. One type that can be preserved is a flintlock musket (Galloway 1995:
196). The parts of a flintlock that can be preserved in the archaeological record are
gunflints, lead shot, and gun parts (Parker 1982: 58-61). Blitz (1985: 18) hypothesized
that the Choctaws had completely rejected the bow and arrow in favor of European guns
within a generation of European contact. The hypothesis about the adoption of the gun
was also supported by the fact that no arrow points were found in any of the assemblages
found in the 1982 Kemper County survey (Blitz 1985). A few arrow points were
recovered from the Choctaw homeland area during the 1989 Lake Okatibbee survey
(Mistovich et al. 1990), though. The arrow points were found at 22Ld600 and 22Ld618
in association with shell-tempered pottery, so it is assumed that those arrow points are
dated to the Choctaw occupation and not the Late Woodland period. The discovery of
arrow points in 1989 further indicates that archaeologists could be able to study the
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adoption of the gun and rejection of the bow and arrow as a process, not an event
(Mistovich et al. 1990). The other items given during the 1702 conference that represent
trade good types other than flintlock muskets were axes, knives, kettles, beads, awls, and
other utensils (Galloway 1995: 196).
The relationship between the Choctaws and French was threatened by the
presence in the Choctaw villages of British traders, who started to trade with the
Choctaws after the outbreak of the Yamassee War in 1718. The number of British traders
who traded with the Choctaws rose because the French did not have enough trade goods
to offer to the Choctaw. The British offered the trade goods at a better price than had the
French, which caused many of the Choctaw village chiefs to start to trade with both the
French and British (Galloway 1982: 300-302). The shortage of French trade goods in the
Choctaw villages soon affected the Great Chief, who had started to trade with the British
by 1729. The French therefore sent the officer Regis du Roullet to discuss the trade
situation with Mingo Tchitto in 1729. The Choctaws and French reached an agreement
to try to end all trade with the British, though the Choctaws did not stop the trade with the
British at that time (White 1981: 53-55).
The agreement to end the trade with the British included the construction of four
trading posts in the Choctaw homeland by the French ca. 1729 to increase the flow of
trade goods to the Choctaws and entice them to stop the trade with the British. The most
well-known of the trading posts was Fort Tombecbe, which was established in 1736. The
second trading post was a Jesuit mission established within the village of Chickasawhay
in 1728 (Galloway 1982: 301). A less-well known post was a fort that was built in
Yowanni in 1730 by two French officers, Regis du Roullet and Jean-Christophe de
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Lusser (Galloway 1981). The fourth trading post was built in 1730 in Couechitto by
Regis du Roullet as part of the deal that he had reached with Mingo Tchitto to end the
British trade (White 1981: 55). The deerskin trade as it occurred at those four interior
French forts was considered to be separate from the deerskin trade that went on near Fort
Louis in Mobile Bay. The French had to have trade goods at those forts throughout the
year so the Choctaws could bring deerskins there for trade when they wanted (Galloway
1982: 301).
The increase in the number of trade goods that the French sent to the Choctaws
was not enough to prevent the Choctaws from trading with the British, and the
competition between the French and British for domination in the region led to the
outbreak of the Choctaw Civil War in mid-1747. The primary motivation for most chiefs
to fight for the British was greater access to European trade goods. The war was mainly
fought between the pro-British Western Division and the pro-French Eastern and
Southern divisions. The war had two phases. The first phase was a series of hit and run
attacks that were prosecuted by both sides between June 1747 and July 1748 (Galloway
1982). The second phase consisted of a number of fiercer attacks on the main pro-British
towns in the Western Division, and it lasted from July 1748 until the Grandpre Treaty
was signed at Fort Tombecbe on 15 November 1750 (Galloway 1982).
The victory of the French faction in the Choctaw Civil War did not prevent the
transfer of control of the Southeast to the British in 1763. The British, in March 1765,
negotiated a treaty in which the Choctaws ceded lands in Mobile Bay to the British. The
1765 treaty set a precedent in Anglo-American relations with the Choctaws: the AngloAmericans would now take the lands of the Choctaws and not keep their promises to the
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Choctaws (Galloway 1994b). The policy of the acquisition of Choctaw lands by the
Anglo-Americans culminated in the 1830 Treaty of Dancing Rabbit Creek, which gave
the land to the United States and sent hundreds of Choctaws to live in present-day
Oklahoma with other dispossessed Indians. Those Choctaws who went to Oklahoma
were not like their ancestors. They had participated in the deerskin trade to a greater
degree during the British colonial and American periods, when they enjoyed better access
to European manufactured goods. The Choctaws of the late 18th and early 19th centuries
were in many ways like the Anglo-American settlers who had recently moved to the
former Choctaw homeland area in the 1830s (Mooney 1995: 164-165).
Theoretical Framework
The issues stated above can be addressed through Darwinian evolutionary theory,
which can be defined as “an explanatory framework that accounts for the structure and
change evident in the archaeological record in terms of evolutionary processes (natural
selection, flow, mutation, drift)” (Dunnell 1978: 197). Use of Darwinian evolutionary
theory in archaeology grew out of the paradigm known as processualism, via which
archaeologists ostensibly tried to explain cultural change. Archaeologists working within
the processual paradigm ultimately failed to create a scientific theory of change in the
archaeological record. A few issues that have been cited as impeding them from doing
those things include the use of “common sense” terminology for archaeological
phenomenon, the reliance on systems theory with its inherently synchronic models, and
the reliance on ethnographic analogy in the search for “invariant” laws of human
behavior (Dunnell 1980, 1982). Users of Darwinian evolutionary theory sought to rectify
those issues and to practice archaeology in a more scientific manner than previous
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paradigms have done in the past (Dunnell 1978). A cursory review of archaeologists’
employment of Darwinian evolutionary theory, with an emphasis on chronology, is
useful.
The evolutionary process begins as new artifact forms are invented at random and
may be propagated as a result of either natural selection or stochastic processes. The
success of a given artifact type is usually attributed to whether it can make the individual
that possesses it more fit, in which case natural selection has selected the type for
success. The success is partially explained as well by the specific set of circumstances
that allowed the artifact to succeed (Dunnell 1978: 197-198). The process of artifact
change was later (Ramenofsky 1995: 135-137) explained as a two-step process. The first
step is the production of phenotypic variation, which is when new artifact forms are
invented. The second step is when the evolutionary forces act on those variables that had
appeared in the first step and causes some of the variants to die out, while the other
variants survive. The evolutionary forces that act on those variables include natural
selection and drift (Ramenofsky 1995: 135-137).
Those traits that are described as being stylistic are not affected by natural
selection and are adaptively neutral. The other kinds of traits are described as functional
if they directly affect the fitness of a population (Dunnell 1978: 199-200). Those types
are based on attributes that are not affected by drift and are therefore not always historical
in nature (Dunnell 1971), though they may change through time as a result of selection.
Stylistic traits can be used to create chronologically-significant classes of artifacts
because those traits display homologous similarity and are not affected by external
conditions (Dunnell 1978: 198-199). The units that are made can then be used to
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chronologically order the assemblages in which they occur. Chronologies can be created
using either absolute or relative dating methods. There are two main relative dating
methods: stratigraphy and seriation (Dunnell 1970: 305). The method of stratigraphy has
no real application in Choctaw archaeology because there are no investigated Choctaw
sites that have stratigraphic layers. The 1982 Kemper County survey included the
excavation of three sites: 22Ke510, 22Ke512, and 22Ke551. Each of those sites had only
one deposition zone; only 22Ke510 had intact subsurface deposits (but not stratigraphic
layers) (Blitz 1985). Subsequent excavations in the Choctaw homeland have not found
any sites with stratigraphic integrity. The best method to use for chronology is therefore
seriation.
Darwinian evolutionary theory was initially used in archaeology for the study of
prehistoric materials, but Ramenofsky (1995) adapted evolutionary theory to the study of
the Historic Indian period. The process known as native artifact change is seen as a twostep process. The first step occurred as phenotypic variation was introduced, and that
occurred as the Native Americans traded with the Europeans. Archaeologists
acknowledge that the adoption and rejection of European trade goods may have been
influenced by the intentions of the Indians in the first step. Such intentions could include
dislike of Europeans or a desire to increase one’s power and prestige (Ramenofsky 1995:
137). The second step occurred as the evolutionary forces acted on the European artifacts
and their users. The consequences of the adoption of the European artifact types were
oftentimes not the outcome that the Europeans had intended, but were the result of the
actions of the evolutionary forces. There was a change in the frequency of the European
trade goods through time resulting from forces that include natural selection and drift.
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The European artifacts often flourished because they made the individuals that owned
them more fit and the native artifact types would have been rejected (Ramenofsky 1995:
138-139). The introduction of European diseases during the period caused the death of
numerous native people, which caused the traditional knowledge of the native groups to
be lost. The native artifact types were replaced by European forms. The adoption of
European artifact types in those cases was the result of sorting. The evolutionary forces
of selection and sorting sometimes acted on the artifacts in a powerful way; sometimes at
the same time, and sometimes not (Ramenofsky 1995: 139).
Scholars who study the contact period normally only conceive of the flow of
artifacts as the Europeans giving their technology and other materials to the natives, but
the situation was not always that way. The natives would sometimes create their artifacts
in a form that was similar to a comparable European artifact, such as colonoware, or the
natives would create their traditional native artifacts using European raw materials. The
Europeans would sometimes also adopt native artifact types that they considered superior
to their traditional European forms. The pool of variation was therefore very great and it
caused the rate of change to be much faster than normal. It should also be noted that the
European forms only replaced the native forms when the particular circumstances made it
advantageous for the natives to replace them (Ramenofsky 1995: 140).
Methodology: Chronology and Seriation
Seriation is a method through which a certain category of artifact (in this case,
pottery) can be classified into several types which are used to arrange assemblages into a
chronological sequence. Seriation can also be used to allow one to examine how
different native-made artifact types changed through time and determine in what order an
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artifact type became common and was then replaced by another type (Dunnell 1970).
Archaeologists have used seriation to create ceramic chronologies ever since the early
20th century (Spier 1917), though its development as a method used in the Southeast did
not occur until James Ford (Phillips et al. 1951) used seriation to chronologically order
assemblages from the Lower Mississippi Valley (Dunnell 1990). Some of the earlier
studies of acculturation, such as Spier’s (1917), were able to successfully study native
artifact change using seriation. Another recent study of native artifact change also used
seriation. It was a seriation of Chickasaw assemblages that date from the 16th to the 18th
centuries (Rafferty 1995). It showed that Chickasaw pottery was dominated by mussel
shell-tempering at first, then by fossil shell-tempering, and finally by sand-tempering. It
also showed that the Chickasaw only partially adopted European artifacts between 1670
and 1730, then adopted more European goods in the years after 1730 (Rafferty 1995).
There are actually two types of seriation: frequency and occurrence. There are
three rules that must be followed in order for both of those types of seriation to work: 1)
all groups must be of comparable duration, 2) all assemblages must be from the same
cultural tradition, and 3) all of the assemblages must come from the same local area. This
latter rule helps eliminate spatial variation, which can affect the type distributions. One
must be able to follow both the occurrence rule and the frequency law in order for the
assemblages to be ordered correctly by either of those two seriation types (Dunnell 1970:
311). The occurrence and frequency rules say that the assemblages to be ordered by the
seriation must be ordered using classes that are based on a common set of attributes that
was distributed continuously and unimodally through time. The requirement that classes
be historical means that a set of attributes can be used to make a chronology if they show
42

much variation across time and little variation across space (Dunnell 1970: 312-315).
The distribution of assemblages in a seriation can be influenced by a variety of factors
such as sampling error. Once all those factors have been considered, both types of
seriation can be used to examine the rises and falls in how a particular class of artifact
was used by a population. The only difference between them is the way that the data are
presented (Dunnell 1970). Of those two seriation types, frequency seriation is used to
create the chronology of Choctaw assemblages. If the frequency seriation is made
correctly, it will show the artifact frequencies as a series of unimodal curves that shows
the rise and fall in popularity of the artifact category (Dunnell 1970).
The first steps toward the creation of a chronology for Choctaw ceramics was
taken by John Blitz (1985) when he used the data collected during the 1982 Kemper
County survey to create a Choctaw ceramic complex that dates to the late 18th and early
19th centuries and defined the six types that are included in the complex. Those types
included Unclassified Plain, which is tempered with fine grog with fine sand/shell; the
type is also known as Addis Plain (Voss and Blitz 1983: 54). Unclassified Plain may also
be tempered with fine sand. The type Mississippi Plain is tempered with coarse shell.
The type Bell Plain is tempered with fine shell. The type Kemper Combed is tempered
with fine grog and fine sand/shell (Voss and Blitz 1983: 54). The type Chickachae
Combed is tempered with fine sand. The last of those six types, Fatherland Incised, is
tempered with fine grog and fine sand/shell (Voss and Blitz 1983: 54). The type Nicked
Rim Incised was later defined as tempered with fine grog particles, though a few sandtempered examples were found. The decoration was described as “1) a series of nicks or
shallow punctations 1 mm to 3 mm wide, placed on the exterior lip edge of the vessel 2)
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multiple parallel lines incised vertically from the rim nicks. The lines are fine, less than 1
mm wide, and widely spaced” (Blitz 1985: 76). Voss and Blitz (1988: 134) later
included the Nicked Rim Incised type in a revision of their Choctaw ceramic complex.
Blitz (1995: 142-144) later recognized that some of the types from his Choctaw
ceramic complex had chronological significance and used them to create a seriation of
Choctaw ceramic types. The types Chickachae Combed and Kemper Combed were both
designated Design Mode A because they included a combed decoration. The combing
decoration was held to have a time depth of no earlier than 1763 because of the absence
of the combed types in the assemblage from the Fort Tombecbe site. Those pottery types
that were decorated with individually incised lines were designated as Design Mode B.
The types designated as Design Mode B had parallels in the late varieties of Fatherland
Incised, Pensacola Incised, and Barton Incised, which are prehistoric types (Blitz 1995:
144). Nicked Rim Incised was designated as Design Mode C. The Nicked Rim Incised
type was held to predate 1736, and has antecedents in the types Fatherland Incised and
Barton Incised (Blitz 1995: 144). The seriation is shown in Figure 5. The seriation
created by Blitz (1995) should be classified as an occurrence seriation because only the
presence of each of the decorated types discussed above was considered. The actual
frequency of each type in each of those assemblages was not recorded, but the types in
consideration are shown to be distributed continuously through time (Dunnell 1970: 308).
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Figure 5

Seriation of Three Design Modes from Choctaw Homeland Sites (from Blitz
1995: 143)

The presence of those decorated types in a few of the Eastern Division
assemblages was the basis for the occurrence seriation created by Blitz (1995). Six of the
assemblages were from Kemper County and were the six largest assemblages collected
during the 1982 Kemper County survey. None of them could be dated using historical
documents. Assemblages from four additional sites that have been dated using historical
documents were also included (Blitz 1995). Those four assemblages included the pottery
from Fort Tombecbe (1736-1763), from the Hotana and Yokatubbee reservation sites
(1820-1840), and from the Chickasaw Agency site (1801-1825). They were all reliably
associated with the Choctaws using historical documents (Blitz 1995: 144).
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The occurrence seriation created by Blitz (1995) suggested that the time depth
that was hypothesized for the decorated pottery types was correct. Those pottery types
that are dated by the seriation were also present in other assemblages, and it is assumed
that the pottery in each of those assemblages could be attributed to the Choctaws. Those
assemblages came from the Old Mobile site, 1Mb94, the Coosa site and the Oklahoma
site. The dates from those sites confirm the order indicated by the occurrence seriation
(Blitz 1995: 144-148). The occurrence seriation was also used to date the pottery
assemblages from 22Ke594 and 22Ke596 (Thomas et al. 2000), and the assemblage from
22Ke601 (Pietak et al. 2000).
There are a few problems with the seriation created by Blitz (1995). One problem
is that the assemblage from Fort Tombecbe came from Epes, Alabama, the assemblage
from 22Cs512 came from Chickasaw County, Mississippi, and the Hotana and
Yokatubbee reservation site assemblages came from Lowndes County, Mississippi. Each
of those three counties is located a considerable distance north or east of the Choctaw
homeland, which raises the issue of whether the rule that all of the assemblages must
come from the same local area was violated (Dunnell 1970: 311). To resolve this
question, another seriation using different classes would have to be done to confirm the
original order. Both occurrence and frequency seriation require that the classes that are
used to order the assemblages have a paradigmatic structure. They must, in other words,
be defined so as to be mutually exclusive and exhaustive (Dunnell 1971). This allows
each artifact to be placed in only one type and allows all of the pertinent artifacts to be
included. Blitz’s (1995) classes are not exhaustive: incising and combing occur on the
body of the vessel, while nicked rims only occur on rim sherds, leaving no way to
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classify a sherd that is incised or combed and also has a nicked rim. Also, plain sherds
are not represented in his seriation.
A frequency seriation (Figure 6) was created by Janet Rafferty (Rafferty et al.
2011) and put into the Background section of the North American Coal survey report.
The seriation was created using a number of assemblages that John Blitz (1985) had
included in his study of 18th century Choctaw material culture. The seriation was created
in order to show that it is possible to use seriation to chronologically order Choctaw
assemblages. The seriation indicated that the initial dominant pottery type was shell-and
grog-tempered, followed by grog-tempered. Shell-tempered pottery was made at a moreor-less constant rate throughout the period during which the Choctaws occupied the area.
The seriation also confirmed a few of the findings of the seriation created by Blitz (1995).
Nicked Rim Incised, known as grog incised/punctated in the seriation by Rafferty, was
popular in the earliest assemblages in the order. Kemper Combed, known as grog
combed in the seriation created by Rafferty, became increasingly popular in the later
assemblages.
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Figure 6

Frequency Seriation of Regional Pottery Assemblages (from Rafferty et al.
2011: 57)

The assemblages that were ordered were mostly from Kemper County, which was
the location of the Eastern Division during the 18th century. A total of four assemblages
from Jasper and Clarke counties could not seriate with the Eastern Division assemblages;
Rafferty et al. (2011) attributed those exclusions to the fact that those four assemblages
were found far to the south of Kemper County. A fifth assemblage, from 22Ld512, did
seriate with the assemblages from the Eastern Division, which may be significant. That
the assemblage from 22Ld512 was from Lauderdale County supports the hypothesis that
distance was the factor that caused those four assemblages from the areas of Jasper and
Clarke counties to not seriate with the Eastern Division assemblages since 22Ld512 was
closer to Kemper County (Rafferty et al. 2011).
The completion of a seriation of the assemblages recovered in the North American
Coal survey will allow archaeologists to have better chronological control in the study of
Choctaw archaeology. Chronological control over those Choctaw assemblages will allow
for the exploration of a number of changes that occurred in Choctaw material culture as a
result of European contact. One issue that needs to be addressed is classification. There
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are two methods of pottery classification used in the Southeast: the type-variety and
temper-surface finish systems. Most archaeologists have traditionally used the typevariety system to describe all assemblages of pottery, but there are a few problems with
that system. One problem is that when one type from the type-variety system is used in
one analysis, the type used in a separate analysis may not be defined using the same set of
attributes and dimensions as in the first analysis. The pottery type is therefore not the
same, even though it is given the same name, and is not consistently comparable to the
other “types” (Rafferty 1986).
Archaeologists first described the Choctaw ceramics using the type-variety system
in the report on the 1975 Souinlovey and Tallahoma creeks survey (Penman 1977). The
Choctaw ceramics found in the 1980 and 1981 excavations at Fort Tombecbe were not
analyzed via the type-variety system because they were not similar to the types that were
found in the 1975 survey (Parker 1982: 70). Only some of the pottery that was collected
during the 1982 Kemper County survey was classified using the type-variety system
(Blitz 1985). The aboriginal pottery sherds found during the North American Coal
survey was classified using the temper-surface finish system. Those type-variety names
traditionally used to classify ceramic types found in east-central Mississippi and other
places have been correlated to the extent possible with the temper-surface finish types
that were used in the North American Coal survey report (Rafferty et al. 2011: 58); they
are shown in Table 2. The analysis of temper-surface finish types that was done by Keith
Baca to classify the Choctaw pottery found during the survey was used in my treatment
of the Choctaw pottery from the North American Coal survey area. I also examined the
pottery that was collected at those sites found in the 2008-2010 North American Coal
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survey and participated in the April 2010 excavation of the Fort Tombecbe site, which
was directed by Ashley Dumas of the University of West Alabama. Dumas allowed me
to inspect the pottery that was recovered during the 1980 and 1981 excavations at the
Fort Tombecbe site later that April, though I did not reanalyze the pottery. I also
borrowed and reanalyzed the pottery found during the 1982 Kemper County survey and
1984 Kemper County/Industrial Park survey. I participated in the Nanih Waiya Mapping
Project in March and April 2010 as well.
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Table 2

Named Pottery Types Correlated with Temper-Surface Finish Types (from
Rafferty et al. 2011: 58)

Named Type

Temper-Surface Finish Type

Source

O’Neal/Baldwin/Chickachae Plain

sand-tempered plain

Jenkins 1981; Thorne and
Broyles 1968:32

sand-tempered red-slipped
Basin Bayou Incised

sand-tempered broad-line incised

Wimberly 1960:93-97

sand-tempered fine-line incised
sand-tempered fine-line incised,
nicked rim
McVay Brushed

sand-tempered brushed

Wimberly 1960:124-125

Addis Plain/

grog-tempered plain

Brown 1978; Phillips 1970

Marksville Incised

grog-tempered broad-line incised

Phillips et al. 1951:94-95

Fatherland Incised

grog-tempered fine-line incised

Blitz 1985:73-76

Nicked Rim Incised

grog-tempered fine-line incised,

Blitz 1985:76

Baytown Plain

nicked rim
Kemper Combed

grog-tempered combed

Blitz 1985:71-73

Mulberry Creek Cordmarked

grog-tempered cordmarked

Jenkins 1981

Salomon Brushed

grog-tempered brushed

Jenkins 1981:102-103

Addis Plain/Unclassified mixed grog
and shell tempered plain

mixed grog/shell-tempered plain

Brown 1978; Blitz 1985:68-71

mixed grog/shell-tempered brushed
Mississippi Plain, Bell Plain

shell-tempered plain
shell-tempered red-slipped
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Blitz 1985:65-67; Jenkins 1981

Sherd Counts for the Seriations
The current study will create a total of six seriations. The first of those seriations
will be based on temper-surface finish types. The first step in the creation of the tempersurface finish seriations is to decide which assemblages you can consider eligible to be
seriated together. The fact that Rafferty was able to seriate some of those assemblages
that were collected during the 1982 Kemper County survey indicates that those
assemblages would be suitable for inclusion in my seriation; they are listed in Table 3.
Additional assemblages from Kemper, Clarke, Lauderdale, and Jasper counties, and an
assemblage from the Fort Tombecbe site, are also suitable for inclusion in the seriation
and are also listed in Table 3. The area that was covered by most of those surveys forms
a fairly contiguous area of Kemper and Lauderdale counties, with a few assemblages that
were scattered across another three counties. The location of the group of assemblages
does not appear to contradict two of the three stipulations for the creation of a good
seriation. One is that they represent a single lineage, and the other is that they come from
a local area (Dunnell 1970: 311).
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Table 3
Site #
22Ke501
22Ke510
22Ke514
22Ke525
22Ke526
22Ke527
22Ke551
22Ke552
22Ke553
22Ke554
22Ke555
22Ke556
22Ke557
22Ke567-A
22Ke567-B
22Ke567-C
22Ke567-D
22Ke569
22Ke594
22Ke596
22Ke601
22Ke707
22Ke757
22Ke837
22Ke802
22Ke804
22Ke805

Sherd Counts for Assemblages Eligible for Frequency Seriation Process
Gr
Gr
Works Cited
Sh/Gr Pl Sh Pl Gr Pl Gr In NRI
Com
Blitz 1985
4
19
68
12
3
Blitz 1985
1
45
42
2
1
Blitz 1985
1
13
7
8
Blitz 1985
2
15
10
2
Blitz 1985
2
7
2
5
Blitz 1985
9
4
15
3
Blitz 1985
4
19
90
9
Blitz 1985
4
23
5
Blitz 1985
4
13
3
3
Blitz 1985
7
5
46
4
1
Blitz 1985
2
12
33
5
Blitz 1985
6
3
13
2
Blitz 1985
3
9
23
4
7
Voss 1984
1
39 117
4
Voss 1984
32 118
24
Voss 1984
18
75
2
Voss 1984
5
22
2
Voss 1984
6
37
10
1
Thomas et al.
2000
2
2
22
4
Thomas et al.
2000
9
17
24
2
Piatek et al. 2001
5
11
3
2
Rafferty et al.
2011
1
11
5
2
Rafferty et al.
2011
24
2
21
3
Rafferty et al.
2011
18
Rafferty et al.
2011
18
3
13
Rafferty et al.
2011
16
13
15
1
Rafferty et al.
2011
14
18
12
2
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Sa Sa
Sa Pl In
Com
6
2
20
5
12
5
2
1
3
2
4
4
2
1
1
1
1
3
1

5
2
3

1

5

3

5

1

2

8

3

3

2

1

2

Table 3 (Continued)
22Ke806
22Ke872
22Ld808
22Ke942
22Ld823
22Ld512
22Ck502A
22Ck505
22Js534
22Js585
1Su7
22Ck502B

Rafferty et al.
2011
Rafferty et al.
2011
Rafferty et al.
2011
Rafferty et al.
2011
Rafferty et al.
2011
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Parker 1982
Mooney 1997

3

13

5

17

1

3

10

4

6

9

7

31

1
6

2
32

7
18

27
35

227
24

16
47
100
7

1

1
2

18
17
113

10

2

7
3
26
11

349

74

1

1

15
2

18

11
7
9
1

21

45

30

2
8
8
1

27

47

10
10

Sh/Gr Pl: Shell/Grog Plain, Sh Pl: Shell Plain, Gr Pl: Grog Plain, Gr In: Grog Incised, Gr
NRI: Grog Nicked Rim Incised, Gr Com: Grog Combed, Sa Pl: Sand Plain, Sa In: Sand
Incised, Sa Com: Sand Combed
The majority of the assemblages recorded in Table 3 resulted from surface
collections made during an archaeological survey. There are a few assemblages in Table
3 that are the result of both archaeological survey and Phase 1 excavation. Those
assemblages recorded in Table 3 as coming from 22Ke510, 22Ke512, 22Ke551,

22Ke567-A, 22Ke567-B, 22Ke567-C, 22Ke567- D 22Ke569, 1Su7 and 22Ck502-B were
all collected both as the result of archaeological survey and a subsequent excavation that
usually included one or more 1x1 meter unit. Site 22Ke510 was the only excavated site
discussed in the current study where any subsurface features were found (Voss and Blitz
1983).
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The next step is to define the criteria an assemblage must meet if it is to be
deemed eligible for possible inclusion in the temper-surface finish seriations. Those
pottery assemblages that will be deemed eligible for an attempt at being seriated must
include at least 20 pottery sherds that were not described as “eroded.” Eroded sherds
were included in the temper seriation, as temper was identified for them. The majority of
the Choctaw assemblages that were collected in those surveys included some sherds that
were described as “eroded.” Such a situation creates a problem in that it is best for a
seriation to include a large number of assemblages that may be seriated together so that
change can be studied (Janet Rafferty, personal comm. 2010). Another consideration is
that many site reports described some of the pottery in a way that is indicative of the
presence of sand in the paste. It is possible that “sandy paste” is a historically significant
trait; however, unless sand was the only temper noted, I disregarded the presence of
“sandy paste” when I created the temper-surface finish categories because some site
reports did not note the presence of sand in the paste.
The number of aboriginal pottery sherds in each of the eligible assemblages is
listed in a spreadsheet (Table 3). There were a total of thirty-nine assemblages that were
deemed eligible for the temper-surface finish seriations because they contained twenty or
more pottery sherds that were not described as being “eroded.’ The site number for each
of those thirty-nine assemblages is listed in the vertical column of the spreadsheet, while
the pottery types are listed in the horizontal column. The assemblages were entered into
an Excel program known as the SeriationMaker 2.0 macro (Lipo 2002) and the numbers
from the assemblages were run through the program with an error factor (alpha) of 0.05
to generate percentage bars with error whiskers. Two frequency seriations were created
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from the thirty-nine eligible assemblages. Short-duration assemblages were separated
from the long-duration assemblages because assemblages of markedly different durations
will not seriate together. The two frequency seriations track the frequency of the nine
temper-surface finish types relative to each other, though it can be noted that the plain
types occur more frequently in the assemblages than do the decorated types. The longduration assemblages included more of the decorated types that the seriations used to
obtain the order. The assemblages ordered by Temp-SurFin-A included two decorated
types, while the assemblages in Temp-SurFin-B included three to five decorated types.
The pottery sherds listed in Table 3 were initially classified into thirty-nine
categories based on temper and surface finish. I later reduced the number of tempersurface finish types that are actually shown on the two seriations to nine for the final
versions of the two seriations, as there was no discernible change in frequency for
twenty-six of those initial temper-surface finish types. The main reason why most of
those twenty-six types did not change in frequency is their rarity; most of the pottery
sherds that were included in the assemblages are plain, which allows one to track the
frequency of plain types through time. Voss and Blitz (1983: 53) found that the ratio of
plain to decorated sherds in the assemblages collected during the 1982 Kemper County
survey was 3:1. The prevalence of the plain types is reinforced by the fact that many of
the assemblages found during the North American Coal survey were mainly composed of
plain sherds (Rafferty et al. 2011). The rarity of decorated sherds in the assemblages is
accentuated in terms of the two seriations by the fact that there are many assemblages in
which certain decorated types do not occur. The fact that those decorated types are not
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evenly distributed in the assemblages indicates that they were affected by sampling error
and that the small samples are therefore not likely to contain them.
Another factor that should be considered is that there were a number of instances
in which I combined the numbers of sherds for one type with the numbers for another
type when it was practical. For example, fine shell plain and coarse shell plain were
combined into shell plain. I also combined coarse grog plain and fine grog plain into
grog plain. Some archaeologists, such as Blitz (1985), distinguished between the coarse
and fine varieties of certain temper modes while other archaeologists did not, so it was
more practical to just combine the fine and coarse varieties in all of the assemblages. I
also combined the sherd counts for grog rectilinear incised and grog incised in the
assemblages from 22Ke525 and 22Ld512 into grog incised, since I know that all of those
sherds are small in size. The small size of the sherds makes it hard for archaeologists to
be able to distinguish between motifs in many cases, which made it practical to combine
the sherds for those pottery types.
Whenever possible, Euro-American artifacts found in the same assemblages were
used to assign absolute dates to the Choctaw assemblages that were ordered via my
seriations. The Euro-American artifacts represent a time of technological change for the
populations living in North and South America. Those populations used a type of
material culture that had evolved along a different path from the types of material culture
that had been used by European populations for thousands of years prior to 1492. The
different kinds of Euro-American artifacts that were used by the Indians can therefore be
studied in the context of native artifact change at a variety of scales (Ramenofsky 1995:
129).
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Initial efforts to establish the French colony of Louisiana were made by La Salle
in early 1685, but his attempts failed. The shipwreck of the Belle in Matagorda Bay,
Texas is an artifact from the attempt, and many of the artifacts found at the site
demonstrate that the French officials had planned for Indian diplomacy to be an integral
part of the colonial economy from the very beginning (Arnold 1995). The French officer
Regis du Roullet made a list of trade goods to be given to the Choctaws in 1729. The list
was similar to a list of trade goods that was given to the Chickasaws by the British in
1728, which suggests that similar types of European trade goods will occur in
assemblages from all areas (Penman 1978: 139-140). The majority of Choctaw
occupations have yet to be dated, though, because not all Choctaw assemblages contain
Euro-American artifacts.
The data provided by the order in the two temper-surface finish seriations that I
created will be supplemented by additional chronological data from seriations of pottery
types that are classified based on temper and seriations of pottery types that are classified
based on decoration. The first of the supplemental frequency seriations is based on the
diverse tempers used in Choctaw pottery. There are four tempers that are examined by
the temper seriations. The Indians of east-central Mississippi tempered their pottery with
grog and sand during the prehistoric periods and in the Protohistoric period. The Indians
only used shell as a temper in the Mississippian and Protohistoric periods (Rafferty et al
2011: 28-31). The sherd counts for each eligible assemblage are recorded in Table 4.
Those eligible assemblages were entered into the SeriationMaker 2.0 macro program
(Lipo 2002), and those numbers were then run through the program with an error factor
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(alpha) of 0.05 to generate percentage bars with error whiskers. The Euro-American
artifacts in those assemblages are also used to derive absolute dates.
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Table 4
Site
22Ke501
22Ke510
22Ke514
22Ke525
22Ke526
22Ke527
22Ke551
22Ke552
22Ke553
22Ke554
22Ke555
22Ke556
22Ke557
22Ke567A
22Ke567B
22Ke567C
22Ke567D
22Ke569
GSC
22Ke594
22Ke596
22Ke601
22Ke630
22Ke707
22Ke757
22Ke837
22Ke802

Sherd Counts for Assemblages Eligible for Frequency Seriation Based on
Temper
Works Cited
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Voss 1984

Shell/Grog Shell Grog Sand
4
19
83
8
1
46
45
25
1
15
16
17
2
29
1
2
17
5
9
4
19
4
20 104
4
32
4
21
8
5
51
1
2
12
39
6
3
17
4
9
35
5
39

124

2

Voss 1984

32

155

4

Voss 1984

19

77

5
6
4

24
48
13

2

2

29

7
5

9

35
21

8

6

8

5

7

1

6

21

6

35

7

36

10

4

13

Voss 1984
Voss 1984
Voss 1984
Thomas et al.
2000
Thomas et al.
2000
Piatek et al. 2001
Rafferty et al.
2011
Rafferty et al.
2011
Rafferty et al.
2011
Rafferty et al.
2011
Rafferty et al.
2011

1

23
20
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Table 4 (Continued)
22Ke804
22Ke805
22Ke806
22Ld801
22Ke872
22Ld808
22Ke933
22Ke942
22Ke954
22Ld823
22Ld512
22Ck502A
22Ck505
22Js534
22Js585
1Su7
22Ck502B

Rafferty et al.
2011
Rafferty et al.
2011
Rafferty et al.
2011
Rafferty et al.
2011
Rafferty et al.
2011
Rafferty et al.
2011
Rafferty et al.
2011
Rafferty et al.
2011
Rafferty et al.
2011
Rafferty et al.
2011
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Parker 1982
Mooney 1997

20

15

22

6

15

22

16

1

7

14

6

1

10

7

5

1

17

1

3

10

4

7

10

1

6

13

15

9

1

2

5

12

2
6

2
120

2

7
18
16
68

49
40
26
29
17

50
7
21
19
8

24 1084

542

149

8
34

348

The seriations based on decoration provide the last set of chronological data. The
assemblages must include at least ten sherds in order for them to be considered eligible to
be included in the decoration seriations. This low number was chosen to allow as many
assemblages as possible to be considered eligible for seriation. Those assemblages that
include a Choctaw component are mainly composed of plain sherds; therefore, there are
only a small number of Choctaw assemblages with enough decorated sherds. There are
thirteen assemblages that include at least ten decorated sherds (Table 5). Those sherds
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were divided into five modes based on decoration. One fact that should be noted is that
the counts for the engraved sherds were combined with those for the incised sherds to
form the mode incised/engraved. I combined those two modes because it is noted that the
Indians created them using similar kinds of marks. Those types of decoration marks
therefore cannot be easily distinguished from each other. The assemblages that are
ordered by these seriations are also divided into long and short-duration assemblages
because the long-duration assemblages contained more of the modes that order the
seriations. The Euro-American artifacts in the assemblages are used to ascertain absolute
dates for the seriated assemblages.

62

Table 5

Sherd Counts for Assemblages Eligible for Frequency Seriation Based on
Surface Finish/Decoration

Site

Works Cited

22Ke501

Blitz 1985

14

3

22Ke514

Blitz 1985

14

8

22Ke525

Blitz 1985

10

2

22Ke526

Blitz 1985

6

5

22Ke551

Blitz 1985

9

22Ke557

Blitz 1985

5

7

22Ke567

Voss 1984

43

1

22Ke596

30

3

7

3

22Ke804

Thomas et al. 2000
Rafferty et al.
2011
Rafferty et al.
2011

22Ld512

Blitz 1985

11

1Su7

Parker 1982

119

22Ck502

Mooney 1997

431

22Ke757

Incised/Engraved

Nicked Rim Incised

Brushe
d

Painte
d

Combe
d

2
1

4

4
1

3

4

3

7

3

1

4

3

2
25

74
1

25

38

49
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Results of the Seriation: Chronological Data
The first seriation, Frequency Seriation of Temper-Surface Finish Types-A, is
composed of short-duration assemblages. It is referred to for the remainder of this study
as Temp-SurFin-A (Figure 7). The dominant pottery type in the earliest assemblages
ordered by Temp-SurFin-A is shell/grog plain, which was later replaced as the dominant
pottery type by grog plain. The first appearance of European trade goods in those
assemblages ordered by Temp-SurFin-A (Table 6) occurred shortly after the point at
which grog plain replaced shell/grog plain as the dominant pottery type. Grog plain then
decreased in frequency until it was replaced as the dominant type by grog incised, which
briefly peaked and then decreased very quickly. Grog combed peaked in the last
assemblage ordered by Temp-SurFin-A.
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Shell/
Grog
Plain

Shell
Plain

Grog
Plain

Grog
Incised

Grog
Nicked
Rim
Incised

Grog
Combed

Sand
Plain

Sand
Incised

Sand
Combed

22Ld512
22Ck502-A
22Js585
22Ke596
22Ke555
22Ke567-B
22Ke551
22Ke567-C
22Ke567-D
22Ke554
22Ke556
22Ke527
22Ke802
22Ke872
22Ld823

Figure 7

Frequency Seriation of Temper-Surface Finish Types-A

The second seriation, Frequency Seriation of Temper-Surface Finish Types-B
(Figure 8), is composed of long-duration assemblages. It is referred to as Temp-SurFin-B
for the remainder of this study. The dominant pottery type in the earliest assemblages
ordered by Temp-SurFin-B is shell/grog plain, which was later replaced as the dominant
type by shell plain. Shell plain was soon replaced as the dominant pottery type in TempSurFin-B by grog plain, which continued to increase in frequency until the last
assemblage in Temp-SurFin-B. The earliest appearance of European trade goods in
Temp-SurFin-B (Table 6) occurred at the same time that grog plain had become the
dominant pottery type. Grog nicked rim incised was the dominant decorated pottery type
when it peaked in the middle of the seriation. Grog incised subsequently became the
most important decorated pottery type, and continued to increase in frequency until the
end of Temp-SurFin-B.
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Shell/Grog
Plain

Shell Plain

Grog
Plain

Grog
Incised

Grog
Nicked
Rim
Incised

Grog
Combed

Sand
Plain

Sand
Incised

Sand
Combed

22Ke569
22Ke552
22Ke553
22Ke526
22Ke557
22Ke510
22Ke804
22Ld808
1Su7

Figure 8

Frequency Seriation of Temper-Surface Finish Types-B

The orders in Temp-SurFin-A and Temp-SurFin-B provided more data than was
provided by the seriation created by Blitz (1995) or that created by Rafferty. The
additional data confirm the order in the occurrence seriation created by Blitz (1995) in
that the two new seriations showed that Nicked Rim Incised coexisted with the incised
types. There is also agreement between those three seriations that Nicked Rim Incised
predates Chickachae Combed, and that the Choctaws still decorated their pottery with
incised lines after the introduction of combed lines. The order in the two seriations that I
created also agrees with the order in the seriation created by Rafferty in that the positions
of the types tempered with a mix of shell and grog, shell, and grog are the same in the
three seriations. The three seriations also agree in that the position of the incised,
combed, and nicked rim incised decorations are the same. There are two major issues
with those three seriations that should be addressed. The first is that the order in TempSurFin-A contradicted the order in the seriation created by Rafferty in that the sandtempered types peaked in the earliest assemblages ordered by Rafferty, while TempSurFin-A suggested that the sand-tempered types were popular towards the end of the
seriation. The order in Temp-SurFin-B, however, agreed with the seriation created by
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Rafferty that the sand-tempered types peaked towards the start of the seriation; the reason
for the discrepancy is unknown at this time. The second is that the short-duration
seriation appears to represent a longer time period than that represented by the longduration assemblages.
The 44 assemblages produced two seriations displaying long or short-duration
assemblages. The first seriation, Frequency Seriation of Assemblages Based on Temper
Types-A (Figure 9), is composed of short-duration assemblages. It is referred to for the
rest of this study as Temp-A. The mix of shell and grog temper peaked in the earliest
assemblage, and thereby became the dominant temper in the earliest assemblages. The
mix of shell and grog then decreased in frequency until it was replaced by grog temper.
The earliest appearance of European trade goods in Temp-A occurred shortly after the
moment in which grog replaced the mix of shell and grog as the dominant temper mode
(Table 6). Sand temper increased in frequency in the assemblages in the latter part of
Temp-A. The sand and grog tempers thereby had equal amounts of frequency in the last
assemblage. Shell temper never became the dominant temper in Temp-A, though the
frequency of the shell temper was nearly equal to the frequency of the grog and sand
tempers in the second to last assemblage in Temp-A.
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Shell/
Grog

Shell

Grog

Sand

22Ck502-A
22Js585
22Ck505
22Ke707
22Ke567-A
22Ke567-C
22Ke567-B
22Ke551
22Ke567-D
22Ke569
22Ke552
22Ke553
22Ke594
22Ke554
22Ke556
22Ke527
22Ke802
22Ke872
22Ld823

Figure 9

Frequency Seriation of Assemblages Based on Temper Types-A

The second seriation based on temper, Frequency Seriation of Assemblages Based
on Temper Types-B (Figure 10), is composed of long-duration assemblages. It is
referred to for the remainder of this study as Temp-B. The mixed shell/grog temper
peaked in frequency in the first assemblage and therefore became the dominant pottery
type in Temp-B. The mixed shell/grog temper then gradually decreased in frequency
until the point at which grog, shell/grog, and sand tempers had nearly equal frequency.
The frequency of sand temper was slightly less in the same assemblage; such similarity
may be the result of the time compression that occurs in long-duration assemblages.
Grog temper then became the dominant pottery type in Temp-B, and that occurred at the
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same time as the first appearance of European trade goods in the assemblages in Temp-B
(Table 6). Grog then continued to increase in frequency until it peaked near the end.
Sand temper peaked in the last assemblage in Temp-B, but never became the dominant
temper type.

Shell/Grog

Shell

Grog

Sand

22Js534
22Ke526
22Ke501
22Ke557
22Ke596
22Ke804
22Ld808
22Ld801
22Ke942
1Su7

Figure 10

Frequency Seriation of Assemblages Based on Temper Types-B

The thirteen assemblages with 10 or more decorated sherds produced two
seriations. The first seriation, Frequency Seriation of Assemblages Based on Surface
Finish Types-A, is only composed of short-duration assemblages. It will be referred to
for the rest of the current thesis as SurFin-A (Figure 11). The dominant decoration type
in the earliest assemblages ordered by SurFin-A is nicked rim incised, which peaked in
the earliest assemblage in SurFin-A. The earliest appearance of European trade goods in
SurFin-A (Table 6) occurred at the same time that nicked rim incised had peaked. The
nicked rim incised decoration was soon replaced as the dominant mode in SurFin-A by
the incised/engraved decoration type. The frequency of the incised/engraved decoration
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mode decreased slightly, but it remained dominant. The combed decoration became the
dominant type in the last assemblage ordered SurFin-A because of the identity of the last
assemblage in SurFin-A, 22Ld512. The assemblage from 22Ld512 that I seriated was
collected by Henry Collins (1927) and was subsequently analyzed by John Blitz (1985).
The sherd count for 22Ld512 that was initially tabulated by Blitz (1985) and that I listed
in Table 3 is 128, which included 74 grog combed sherds and is the largest number of
such sherds in any assemblage I study. A second assemblage was collected from
22Ld512 by archaeologists from Mississippi State University in 1985 (Mooney 1997).
That assemblage included 4 Chickachae Combed sherds and 28 Kemper Combed sherds
out of a total of 233 (Mooney 1997: 21-22). I am certain that those two assemblages
were collected from the same site given descriptions of the site location, which suggests
that the large number of combed sherds present in the assemblage from 22Ld512 is due
to collector bias. Collins (1927) said that combed pottery was present in each of the
assemblages that he had collected. I do not doubt that those sherds were present in those
assemblages, but I believe that Collins subconsciously tended to collect combed sherds
rather than the other types present at the site. Collins (1927: 263) only reported that the
assemblages from the Choctaw sites included Chickachae Combed sherds, but he did not
attempt to divide them by temper.
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Incised/
Engraved

Nicked
Rim
Incised

Brushed

Slipped/
Painted

Combed

22Ld512
22Ke551
22Ck502-B
22Ke525
22Ke567
22Ke596
22Ke501
22Ke514
22Ke526
22Ke557

Figure 11

Frequency Seriation of Assemblages Based on Surface Finish Types-A

The last seriation, Frequency Seriation of Assemblages Based on Surface Finish
Types-B, is composed of long-duration assemblages (Figure 12), and is referred to for the
rest of this thesis as SurFin-B. The incised/engraved decoration became the dominant
decoration mode when it peaked in the earliest assemblage. The frequency of those five
decoration modes was almost equal in the second assemblage. The frequency of the
incised/engraved, painted/slipped, and combed decorations was equal in the last
assemblage ordered by SurFin-B, so each of the three was dominant at the end. The data
found in SurFin-B is limited because it was only composed of three assemblages.

Incised/Engraved

Nicked Rim
Incised Brushed

Slipped/
Painted

Combed

22Ke804
22Ke757
1Su7

Figure 12

Frequency Seriation of Assemblages Based on Surface Finish Types-B
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Euro-American Artifacts in the Seriated Assemblages
The six frequency seriations placed the assemblages into a relative chronological
order, but did not establish any absolute dates for those assemblages. The EuroAmerican trade goods included in many of the assemblages ordered by the seriations
could be used to establish dates for the assemblages in five of the six seriations. The
dates associated with the Euro-American artifacts included in the assemblages ordered by
those five seriations are listed in Table 6. The artifacts listed for 22Ld512, it should be
noted, are slightly different. Neither Collins (1927) nor Blitz (1985) noted what kind of
Euro-American artifacts were collected from 22Ld512 in 1926, so I did not include them
in Table 6. Mooney (1997), however, listed each of the various Euro-American artifacts
that were collected at 22Ld512 in 1977 so I included them in Table 6 since it is likely that
one site produced both assemblages. The data in the seriations are supplemented by data
in three additional tables that detail the distribution of some of the pottery types ordered
by the seriations. Each of those distribution tables includes the Euro-American artifacts
in the assemblages from the Choctaw homeland in order to provide date ranges for each
of the artifact types, which includes pottery types and arrow points.
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Penman 1977
Thomas et al.
2000

22Js585

22Ke596

Voss 1984
Blitz 1985
Voss 1984
Blitz 1985
Penman 1977

22Ck502A

TempSurfin-B

Temp-A

Voss 1984

Blitz 1985

Voss 1984

Penman 1977

22Ck502A

22Ke567B

Mooney 1997

22Ld512

Tin-Glazed
Date
Earthenware Range

Historic Artifacts in all Seriated Assemblages

22Ke551
22Ke567C
22Ke567D
22Ke554
22Ke569
22Ke557

TempSurfin-A

Seriation

Table 6
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17798 1835

17621 1820
17622 1820

17621 1820

Pearl- Date
ware Range
1779223 1835

Cream- Date
ware
Range
176234 1820

SurFin-A

Temp-B

Mooney 1997

22Ld512

22Ke596

Penman 1977
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Thomas et al.
2000

Voss 1984
Voss 1984
Blitz 1985

Blitz 1985

22Js534
22Ke501
22Ke557

22Ke551
22Ke567D
22Ke569
22Ke554

Voss 1984

Voss 1984

Voss 1984

Penman 1977
Rafferty et al.
2011

22Ck505

22Ke707
22Ke567A
22Ke567C
22Ke567B

Penman 1977

22Js585

Table 6 (Continued)
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176234 1820

17621 1820

17622 1820

1779223 1835

17795 1835

17798 1835

Surfin-A

Temp-

Seriation

Thomas et al.
2000
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985

22Ke596

22Ke501
22Ke514
22Ke557

22Js585

22Ck502A

22Ld512

Blitz 1985
Voss 1984

22Ke525
22Ke567

1 navy blue with
redwood
stripes

Bead Color

Mooney 1995

Blitz 1985

22Ke551
22Ck502B

Table 6 (Continued)
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IVbb9

Type
Range

Date

17002 1755

Olive Green/
Dark Green
Glass

Olive Green
Glass
Scraper

17797 1835

Range
16004 1900

Date

16004 1900
160025 1900

17625 1820

22Ck502A

Surfin-B

Temp-A

22Ck505
22Ke707

22Js585

22Ke557

Temp-

1 Turquoise

22Ke567B

22Ke551
22Ke567C
22Ke567D
22Ke554
22Ke569

1 White

22Ke596

Table 6 (Continued)
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IIA7

IIAI

16001836,
mean
1739
16001836,
mean
1737

16001 1900

16001 1900
16004 1900
160025 1900

16003 1900
16002 1900

SurFin-A

Temp-B

1 White

1 navy blue with

22Ld512

1 Turquoise

22Ke596

22Ke557

22Ke501

22Js534

22Ke551
22Ke567D
22Ke569
22Ke554

22Ke567A
22Ke567C
22Ke567B

Table 6 (Continued)
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16001836,
mean
1739

16001836,
mean
1737

IVbb9 N/A

IIAI

IIA7

16004 1900

160021 1900
16005 1900
16001 1900

16003 1900

16001 1900
16002 1900

Temp-

Seriation

22Ld512

22Ke557

22Ke514

Date
Range

Light
Green
Glass

1 White

22Ke596

22Ke501

1 Turquoise

132 N/A

22Ke567

22Ke525

22Ke551
22Ck502B

Table 6 (Continued)
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Light
Green
Glass
Scraper

IIAI

IIA7

N/A

Pipe

Kaolin

16001836,
mean
1737
16001836,
mean
1739

N/A

1 AD 1702

Stem Date

Color

light
1 grey

European

Gunflint,

16005 1900
16002 1900
16001 1900

16001 1900
16003 1900

16003 1900
16002 1900

1790-1880

Range

Date

1

Surfin-A

22Ke557

22Ck502A

Temp-

Surfin-B

Temp-A

22Ck505

22Js585

22Ke554
22Ke569

22Ke551
22Ke567C
22Ke567D

22Ke567B

22Ke596

22Js585

22Ck502A

Table 6 (Continued)
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16001 1900

16002 1900
16001 1900
16005 1900

16001 1900

16001 1900

16001 1900
16005 1900

1

1 blonde

2 blonde,
grey

1 blonde
1 amber

1 amber

2 blonde,
grey

1675-1790

1675-1880

1675-1790
1675-1790

1675-1790

1675-1880

SurFin-A

Temp-B

22Ke551
22Ck502B

22Ld512

22Ke557
22Ke596

22Js534
22Ke501

22Ke554

22Ke551
22Ke567D
22Ke569

22Ke707
22Ke567A
22Ke567C
22Ke567B

Table 6 (Continued)
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16002 1900

16001 1900
16001 1900

16002 1900
16001 1900

1

1 AD 1702

1 AD 1741

14 blonde

light
1 grey

1 blonde

1 amber
1 amber

1 grey

1675-1790

1790-1880

1675-1790

1675-1790
1675-1790

1790-1880

TempSurfin-A

Seriation

22Ke567B

22Ke596

22Js585

22Ck502A

22Ld512

22Ke557

22Ke514

22Ke501

22Ke596

22Ke567

22Ke525

Table 6 (Continued)
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Musket- Size
Ball

16002 1900
16002 1900

16002 1900
16003 1900

2

Gun Misc
Clay
Part Metal Pipe
1
3

1

Gunflint,
Native

Lithic
Type

2 grey,
amber

grey1 black
1675-1880

1790-1880

Temp-A

TempSurfin-B

22Ke551
22Ke567D
22Ke569
22Ke554

1

22Ck505
22Ke707
22Ke567A
22Ke567C
22Ke567B
6.8
1 mm

2

22Js585

22Ck502A

22Ke551
22Ke567C
22Ke567D
22Ke554
22Ke569
22Ke557

Table 6 (Continued)
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1

SurFin-A

Temp-B

22Ke501
22Ke514
22Ke557

22Ke596

22Ke567

22Ke525

22Ck502B

22Ke551

22Ld512

22Ke501
22Ke557
22Ke596

22Js534

Table 6 (Continued)

82
9.46
1 mm

6.8
1 mm

9.46
1 mm

1

1

1
6

2

3

1

3

Coastal
Plain
3 agate,
TQ, chert

The distribution tables do not include any data on the best way to interpret the
dates that are associated with each of the Euro-American artifact types, so each artifact
type is named along with a guide to the date associated with that type. Date ranges for
the many Euro-American artifact types that were found in the seriated assemblages are
taken from the following sources: tin-glazed earthenwares (Noel Hume 1970),
creamwares (South 1978), pearlwares (Ward 1983), olive green/dark green glass
(McKearin and Wilson 1978), olive green/dark glass scrapers (Griffin 1978), light green
glass (McKearin and Wilson 1978), light green glass scrapers (Griffin 1978), kaolin pipe
stems (Binford 1978), European-made gunflints (Kenmotsu 1990), musketballs (Brain
1979), native-made gunflints (Kenmotsu 1990), and beads (Brain 1979). Gun parts, clay
pipes, and miscellaneous metallic objects were also found. The one Euro-American
artifact type included in Table 6 that requires additional explanation is beads. The
various kinds of beads included in the study by Brain (1979) were classified into a
number of varieties that are defined according to several parameters. The data in each
variety definition includes the distribution of that variety across space and its temporal
range, and that range was derived by combining dates from the occupations at which each
type was found. Those definitions also include a mean temporal date range for those
combined occupations; I include those mean temporal date ranges because they may be
relevant to future research (Brain 1979: 100). The bead assemblage from 22Ck502-B
(Mooney 1997) was composed of 132 beads that were classified into fifteen types; those
types are not included in Table 6 because there is not enough room to list them all. The
beads in 22Ck502-B. All but one of those fifteen types were based on the system
developed by Brain (1979), while the other type was analyzed using Kidd and Kidd
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(1970). The single bead in the assemblage from 22Ld512 (Mooney 1997) and the bead
from 22Jo507 (Penman 1977) were also analyzed using Kidd and Kidd (1970) because
those types were absent from the Trudeau collection analyzed by Brain (1979). The
assemblage from 22Ke581 also included one bead, which is not classified because the
only detail known about it is that it is white. The miscellaneous metal category includes
a number of different types of metallic items that may or may not be directly associated
with the Protohistoric Indian occupation. There are many cases in which the metal was
badly corroded and its original shape could not be identified; in those cases the metallic
item cannot be readily associated with any occupation. They are included; however,
since it is possible that the miscellaneous metal is associated with the Choctaw
occupation. The data in Table 6 also include the number of artifacts in each assemblage
that belong to each artifact type.
The list of Euro-American artifact types in the above paragraph only includes
three types of Euro-American ceramics: tin-glazed earthenware, creamware, and
pearlware. The reason for the absence of any other Euro-American ceramic types in the
analysis is the fact that all of the others present in the seriated assemblages cannot be
reliably associated with the Protohistoric occupation. Those Euro-American ceramic
types include diverse types of earthenwares, stonewares, and porcelain (Table 7). There
is also a category in Table 7 labeled “Other,” which includes any other type of EuroAmerican ceramic in the seriated assemblages. Most of the ceramics that were included
in the “other” category were described in the archaeological literature as being
“ironstone,’ though I also saw whiteware and various unknown types. The types in Table
7 do not include creamware, pearlware, or tin-glazed earthenwares, which are listed in
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Table 6. The majority of the assemblages used in the present study were not analyzed by
me, so I did not actually examine the Euro-American ceramic sherds in them. I did,
however, analyze the assemblages from the 1982 Kemper County survey, and it was
often hard to identify those sherds correctly because they were small and fragmentary.
There were very few Euro-American ceramic sherds with any sort of maker’s mark, and
those that did bear a maker’s mark could only be reliably assigned to the mid to late 19th
century Euro-American occupation.
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Table 7
Site
22Ke501
22Ke514
22Ke527
22Ke551
22Ke567A
22Ke567C
22Ke567D
GSC
22Ke594
22Ke596
22Ke601
22Ke707
22Ke805
22Ke806
22Ld512
22Ck502A
22Ck505
22Js534
22Js585
22Ck502-B

Euro-American Ceramics in Seriated Assemblages
Works Cited
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985

Earthenwares Stonewares Porcelains Other
3
42
2
9

Voss 1984

1

Voss 1984

7

Voss 1984
Voss 1984
Thomas et al.
2000
Thomas et al.
2000
Piatek et al. 2000
Rafferty et al.
2011
Rafferty et al.
2011
Rafferty et al.
2011
Blitz 1985
Penman 1977
Penman 1977
Penman 1977
Penman 1977
Mooney 1997

1
1

2
2
2

48

11
6
12

4

1
1

2

4
1

6

The occurrence of 19th century Euro-American ceramic types in many of the
seriated assemblages suggests that many of those assemblages are multi-occupational,
i.e., they include Euro-American artifacts that date to the Choctaw occupation and other
artifacts that date to the post-1830 occupation of the area by Anglo-American settlers.
The artifacts in Table 6 do not include any post-1830 Euro-American artifact types
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because they are not relevant to this thesis. However, it can also be noted that the post1830 Euro-American artifacts were unevenly distributed in the Choctaw homeland
region. The majority of the assemblages from the North American Coal survey that
included any artifacts diagnostic of occupation by the Choctaws are single occupation
sites that do not include any post-1830 Euro-American artifacts (Rafferty et al. 2011).
The assemblages collected during the 1982 Kemper County survey were usually multioccupational, as they included artifacts from both the Choctaw occupation and the post1830 Euro-American occupation. I noted the presence of numerous artifact categories
such as bottle glass of various colors, window glass, bricks, etc. when I reanalyzed the
assemblages from the 1982 Kemper County survey in 2009. The presence of different
types of stonewares, earthenwares, and porcelains in those assemblages is important
because they were the rationale behind the post-1770 date that Blitz (1985) initially
assigned to his Choctaw ceramic complex. The date ranges associated with those
ceramic types do not contradict the longer date ranges associated with the other EuroAmerican trade goods found in the assemblages, so the late date for those Choctaw
assemblages do make sense in relation to the dates obtained from the Euro-American
ceramics included in those assemblages.
The Euro-American artifacts that were included in each of the seriated
assemblages were used to assign dates to those seriated assemblages, though it may be
hard to understand the meaning of those dates in relation to each other. The reason for
this statement is that it is not possible to use the Euro-American trade goods to establish a
very tight occupation date for any assemblage ordered by the five seriations. The date
ranges that can be obtained from the Euro-American artifact types in the seriated
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assemblages have, in most cases, a very wide span because the Euro-American artifact
types were produced over long periods of time. The majority of the seriated assemblages
included multiple Euro-American artifacts, and the date range that is associated with each
of those Euro-American artifact types is intersected to obtain an absolute date for that
assemblage. The assemblage from 22Ke514, for instance, included two types of EuroAmerican artifacts. The date range that is produced by combining the dates for the two
Euro-American artifact types in the assemblage is 1600-1900, which is a three hundred
year span that is actually longer than the roughly two hundred year Protohistoric
occupation of the homeland by the Choctaws. There are a few assemblages that only
included one Euro-American trade good, and the date ranges that are associated with
those individual artifact types can be applied to each assemblage as a whole.
There are three assemblages included in some of the distribution tables that need
further explanation. The first of those assemblages is from 22Ke525 (Blitz 1985), which
was found during the 1982 Kemper County survey. The black gunflint that was included
in the assemblage from 22Ke525 is problematic because it can be used to indicate that
two of the groups of pottery types were still made in the early 19th century when the rest
of the archaeological evidence in the tables suggested an earlier terminal date. Two other
assemblages, 22Ke581 and 22Ke582 (Carleton 1996), were both found by an amateur
collector on a ridge near Pawticfaw Creek in Kemper County. Both sites were excavated
by archaeologists from the Mississippi Archaeological Association in October 1992, and
their combined assemblages include about 400 pottery sherds, in addition to a number of
European trade goods. The assemblage from 22Ke582 also included a late 19th to early
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20th century component, which is ephemeral. There was also an Archaic component that
was present at one or both of the sites and it was also ephemeral (Carleton 1996).
The majority of the thirty-nine assemblages that were deemed eligible for
seriation represent settlements where the Choctaws lived, and the European trade goods
in those assemblages presumably represent the acculturation that the Choctaws went
through during the 18th and early 19th centuries. There are three assemblages, though,
that may represent direct contact between the Choctaws and the French, as opposed to the
trade evident at most sites. The first site is 22Ck502, which is associated with the village
of Chickasawhay. The village of Chickasawhay was very significant in that it was the
southernmost Choctaw village, and there was a trail that connected it to the French
settlements in Mobile Bay (Mooney 1995: 166). Those Choctaws who lived at
Chickasawhay were able to receive more trade goods after the establishment of the Jesuit
mission in that village in 1728 (Galloway 1982: 301). The Jesuit mission is important as
it operated within the Choctaw village of Chickasawhay from 1728 until ca. 1764. Those
Jesuit priests that administered the mission include Mathurin Le Petit, Michel Beaudouin,
and Nicolas LeFebvre (Pessantubbee 2005: 66-67).
The area that the historical documents identify as the location of Chickasawhay is
thought to have been investigated by archaeologists many times. The first visit to the
Chickasawhay site was made by Henry Collins (1926). The collection made by Collins
was later analyzed by John Blitz (1985) for use in his thesis, and his sherd count is
included in Tables 3 and 4 as 22Ck502-A. The assemblage from 22Ck502-A was
included in Temp-SurFin-A and Temp-A in a late position because that assemblage
included many sand-tempered sherds. The second assemblage was collected in the
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Chickasawhay area in 1975 by MDAH archaeologists. The 1975 survey report suggests
that the assemblage includes 102 sherds, but that assemblage was not included in my
thesis because the sherds were not analyzed using a comparable classification (Penman
1977: 238-241). The third assemblage was collected at 22Ck502 in 1985, and was later
analyzed by Mooney (1997). The assemblage that was collected in 1985 is included in
Tables 3, 4, and 5 as 22Ck502-B. The assemblage from 22Ck502-B was included in the
order in SurFin-A in a position indicative of the presence of many incised/engraved
sherds in that assemblage. The assemblage from 22Ck502-B is much bigger than any
other assemblage that I included in my thesis, and therefore better represents the Choctaw
population. Most assemblages include less than 100 sherds, whereas 22Ck502-B
included over 1000 sherds.
There are some major differences between the two seriated assemblages that were
associated with 22Ck502. One difference is the presence of Doctor Lake Incised sherds
in the assemblage from 22Ck502-B (Mooney 1997: 21). Blitz (1985) did not note any
Nicked Rim Incised sherds in the assemblage from 22Ck502-A, which is significant. A
second significant difference is that the assemblage from 22Ck502-B included a large
number of shell-tempered sherds and small number of mixed shell/grog-tempered sherds.
The assemblage from 22Ck502-A did not include any mixed shell/grog-tempered sherds,
and the shell-tempered sherds were a minority in that assemblage. The major pottery
types in the assemblage collected from 22Ck502-B include Mississippi Plain, Fatherland
Incised, and Addis Plain. The other chronologically important types are Chickachae
Combed, Kemper Combed, and unclassified varieties of grog incised (Mooney 1997: 2122). The total artifact assemblage from those three collections suggests the presence of a
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Choctaw component and a sizeable prehistoric occupation at 22Ck502-B. The artifact
assemblage from 22Ck502-A also suggests both a Choctaw and a prehistoric component.
The third difference is the amount of Euro-American artifacts found in those two
assemblages (Table 6). The assemblage from 22Ck502-B can be noted as including a
more substantial number of European trade goods that date to the mid-18th century than
had previously been found at any other Choctaw site. It is noted, however, that the large
number of European trade goods can be attributed to the fact that three visits were made
to the site in 1985. The first of those investigations produced a surface collection made
by avocational archaeologist Terry Sisson. Then archaeologists from MSU produced one
controlled and one uncontrolled surface collection from the site later in 1985 (Mooney
1995: 166). The archaeologists also excavated six 1-meter square units and investigated
a grader cut that was made in the clearing between two windrows. The one cultural
feature found during the 1985 investigation is a large post mold or small pit (Feature 28)
that was found in the grader cut. The feature included two Historic Indian sherds, some
lithics, and glass fragments. The area in which the artifact assemblage from 22Ck502-B
was collected was in the process of undergoing clear-cutting; six windrows were put into
the site as part of that process (Mooney 1997: 20). The assemblage from 22Ck502-B also
included many of the same late 18th to early 19th century Euro-American artifact types as
came from 22Ck502-A, which suggests that they are from the same site. Archaeologists
probably collected the artifacts from multiple artifact scatters during those three visits.
The fact that multiple artifact scatters may have been sampled by archaeologists in 1985
suggests that one of those artifact scatters could be the site of the Jesuit mission, and the
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other artifact scatters were typical settlement sites. Additional data in support of that
hypothesis are given below.
The fourth difference is location. Henry Collins (1927) did not record the location
of the Chickasawhay site. In 1975, the archaeologists believed that that they relocated
the site of Chickasawhay visited by Collins and located it three miles south of Enterprise
(Penman 1978: 134). The site visited by archaeologists in 1985 was located 1.8 km
southeast of Wautaubee (Mooney 1997: 19), so it is thought that both assemblages came
from the same site in Clarke County. I hypothesize that 22Ck502-A came from a single
artifact scatter that represents a late 18th century Choctaw farmstead, which is similar to
the assemblage from 22Ld512 in Temp-SurFin-A. The assemblage from 22Ck502-B
may have come from multiple artifact scatters, one of which is the same scatter that
produced 22Ck502-A. We would expect that any assemblage that comes from the
Chickasawhay area to be a typical Choctaw settlement site; the assemblages collected at
Chickasawhay in 1926 and 1975 appear to represent one such settlement. The site could
be confirmed as the mission site through additional archaeological excavation, though it
is likely that the entire site was disturbed by the installation of the windrows by the land
owner.
The second assemblage that represents a site of direct contact between the French
and the Choctaws came from Fort Tombecbe, 1Su7. The occupation indicated by the
presence of Historic Indian pottery types in the assemblage from 1Su7 should be
understood in light of those few historic documents that described the history of that area.
The French initially established Fort Tombecbe in 1736 as part of a larger plan to attack
the Chickasaw villages after the 1729 Natchez Revolt. The Natchez had fled to the
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Chickasaw villages in 1730 and the French decided to pursue the Natchez refugees
(Hamilton 1899: 125). The Chickasaws had also attacked the French settlements on the
Mississippi River for years, which was the second reason that the French wanted to attack
the Chickasaw villages. The French governor, Bienville, began to plan the campaign
against the Chickasaw villages in 1735, and one part of his plan involved the construction
of a trading post in the Choctaw homeland area that would also serve as a base from
which they could attack the Chickasaw villages (Parker 1982: 5). Bienville therefore sent
an officer, Jean-Christophe de Lusser, with a few engineers to start the construction of the
fort in early 1736 (Hamilton 1899: 127). The French continued to construct Fort
Tombecbe until early 1737. The earliest map of the fort, which was entitled Plan du Fort
du Tombekbe, was drawn by a French engineer after the construction of the fort was
completed in March 1737 (Parker 1982: 12); the 1737 map is shown in Figure 13.
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Figure 13

Plan du Fort du Tombekbe (from Parker 1982: 13)

The 1737 map of Fort Tombecbe is important because it shows that the bluff on
which the fort was built did not have any Indian settlements in its immediate vicinity as
early as March 1737. Fort Tombecbe was located about forty miles from those Choctaw
settlements in Kemper County (Parker 1982: 4-7). The bluff on which Fort Tombecbe
was built was located at the intersection of two trails that ran from the Choctaw villages
in Kemper County to the Tombigbee River; those two trails were shown in the
reconstruction of the 18th century Choctaw trail system that was created by Carleton
(1989). One group of Choctaws established a village close to Fort Tombecbe soon after
it was established in 1736 (Parker 1982: 72). Swanton (1931: 75) recorded that the
village was known as Teeakhaily Ekutapa, or Tombecbe, and that Teeakhaily Ekutapa
was located on the Tombigbee River. Archaeologists have not been able to locate any
94

Choctaw sites that correspond to the proposed location of the 18th century village of
Teeakhaily Ekutapa as of the writing of the current thesis, so the assemblage from 1Su7
contains the only artifacts that are reliably associated with the settlement of Teeakhaily
Ekutapa.
The fact that the Choctaws did not live in the bluff area prior to the construction
of Fort Tombecbe in 1736-1737 suggests that the 433 aboriginal pottery sherds in the
assemblage from the Fort Tombecbe site can be dated to the period after 1736. The
assemblage is included in Tables 3, 4, and 5, and was ordered by Temp-SurFin-B, TempB, and SurFin-B. The position of 1Su7 in those three seriations suggests that 1Su7 was
occupied in the late 17th to early 18th centuries mainly because of the large number of
mixed shell/grog-tempered sherds and the smaller number of sand-tempered and grogtempered sherds for Temp-SurFin-B and Temp-B. The position of 1Su7 in SurFin-B was
caused by the large number of incised/engraved sherds and the absence of both nicked
rim incised and combed sherds. Those diagnostic sherds indicate that the occupation by
the Choctaws was more intense during the early part of the 1736-1768 occupation that is
suggested by the French and British documents that describe the history of the fort. The
dates that are derived from the aboriginal pottery sherds accords well with the data from
the historic record because they indicate that the Choctaws often came to Fort Tombecbe
for trade throughout the French occupation from 1736 to 1763. The British occupied the
fort site from 1763 and 1768, but they did not attempt to occupy the site as intensively as
the French. The British likely did not trade with the Choctaws that lived near the fort to a
large degree, so it is likely that most of the aboriginal pottery sherds in the assemblage
from 1Su7 date to between 1736 and 1763 (Parker 1982: 7-10). The three seriations that
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ordered the pottery assemblage from 1Su7 were composed of long-duration assemblage,
which suggests that 1Su7 represents a long-duration assemblage. I did not include the
Euro-American artifacts from 1Su7 in Table 6 because the majority of its assemblage is
composed of Euro-American artifacts that date to the 18th century. The majority of those
artifacts were Euro-American because most of the occupants of 1Su7 were French and
British traders and soldiers, which suggests that 1Su7 is not a typical Choctaw residential
unit like the majority of the Choctaw sites found in Kemper and Lauderdale counties.
The third site that represents direct contact in the Choctaw homeland area is 22Ke630,
which was excavated by Tennessee Valley Archaeological Research in 2011 (Johnson et
al. 2013); the artifacts from 22Ke630 will not be discussed further by the current thesis,
as the field work there postdates the recovery of collections discussed here.
The dates from the Euro-American artifacts found in the seriated assemblages are
combined with other data in order to obtain dates for the Choctaw occupation of Kemper
County. The data suggest that the Choctaws began to occupy Kemper County ca. 1650
because of the date that is associated with the Shubuta Canoe and the absence of
assemblages from the Choctaw homeland area with evidence for an occupation in the
Mississippian period. Additional evidence for dating the start of the Choctaw occupation
to the early to mid-17th century is the fact that the earliest mention of the Choctaws in the
historical record is a Spanish document that is dated to 1674. The Spanish document
describes a 1674 visit to the missions of La Florida by Bishop Calderon; the Choctaws
are mentioned as one of the tribes that lived west of the province of Apalachicola. The
document indicates that the population that lived in the Choctaw homeland area included
107 villages by 1674 and that the Choctaw population was very powerful (Galloway
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1995: 166-170). The 1674 document also suggests that the Choctaws had grown so
powerful by the late 17th century that many groups that lived east of the Choctaw
homeland knew about them and told their Spanish allies about them in the 17th century.
Such notoriety suggests that the Choctaw confederacy had been in existence since no
later than ca. 1650; a more exact calendar date for the genesis of the Choctaw
confederacy is not possible given the available data.
The Euro-American artifacts in the seriated assemblages provide archaeological
evidence to date the occupation of the Choctaw homeland to the 18th to early 19th
centuries. The Choctaw occupation is represented by a number of Choctaw pottery types,
which were made for ca. 200 years. The terminal date for the six seriations is ascertained
from the dates associated with the Euro-American trade goods found in the seriated
assemblages. The data from those assemblages that date to the early 19th century accords
with the event known as Removal, which had occurred when thousands of Choctaws
were forced to go live in present-day Oklahoma between 1830 and 1833. A few thousand
Choctaws, however, stayed in the Mississippi homeland and continued to create their
traditional pottery types until the last of the generation that was born in the homeland
prior to Removal died in the homeland ca. 1850 (Voss 1995: 27). The cessation of the
Choctaw pottery-making tradition ca. 1850 provides the terminal date of 1850 for the six
seriations.
Results of the Seriation: Diagnostic Artifact Types
The Choctaws created many different kinds of material culture items during their
occupation of the east-central Mississippi homeland, and the numerous pottery types
created by the Choctaw were among those material culture items. The majority of the
97

pottery types made by the Choctaw were not made frequently, but there were a group of
types that were consistently found together in the assemblages from the Choctaw
homeland area. The two temper-surface finish seriations ordered nine of those types
chronologically, and those nine pottery types allow archaeologists to order
chronologically a few other material culture items that are included in the Choctaw
assemblages. The two temper seriations ordered four temper modes, and the two surface
finish seriations ordered five modes that are based on decoration. The data in the latter
seriations supplement the data in the temper-surface finish seriations and allow
archaeologists to be able to better understand the material culture changes that the
Choctaws experienced due to contact with the European groups in the 18th and early 19th
centuries.
The current section of the thesis explores the importance of each of those
chronologically important pottery types. The pottery was grouped into six modes: mixed
shell/grog-tempered, incised, nicked rim incised, sand-tempered, combed, and
painted/red-slipped. The chronological data found in the six seriations is combined with
data from the distribution tables, which allows a few inferences into the importance of
each of those types to be made.
The first group of chronologically-important pottery types that I want to discuss
includes each of those types that were tempered with a mix of shell and grog. The
distribution of mixed shell/grog-tempered sherds from the Choctaw homeland is recorded
in Table 8, and those sherd counts combined the plain, decorated, and eroded sherds. It
can be noted that most of the mixed shell/grog-tempered sherds are plain. The ninetyeight assemblages that were listed in Table 8 also include those sherds that Penman
98

(1977) had classified as Plaquemine Brushed. There were fifty-six assemblages that were
found during the North American Coal survey that include mixed shell/grog-tempered
sherds (Rafferty et al 2011).
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Table 8

Distribution of Mixed Shell/Grog-Tempered Pottery Sherds in Choctaw
Homeland Area

Site #
22Ke501

Source Cited
Blitz 1985

22Ke510
22Ke512
22Ke514

Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985

22Ke525

Blitz 1985

22Ke527
22Ke530
22Ke533
22Ke551
22Ke554
22Ke555
22Ke556
22Ke557
22Ke567A

Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985

22Ke571-I
22Ke568-J
22Ke581
22Ke582

Voss 1984
Voss 1984
Carleton 1996
Carleton 1996

22Ke594
22Ke596

Thomas et al. 2000
Thomas et al. 2000
Thomas and Price
2000
Thomas and Price
2000
Pietak et al. 2001
Pietak et al. 2001
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011

22Ke594
22Ke596
22Ke600
22Ke601
22Ke626
22Ke627
22Ke630
22Ke680
22Ke707

Sherds

Voss 1984

N/A
N/A

Euro-American Artifacts
4 5 olive green glass; 1 musketball,
9.46 mm; 1 misc metal
1
1 1 bead, type IIA6; 6 misc metal
1 3 olive green glass; 2 light green glass;
6 misc metal
2 1 olive green glass; 2 light green glass;
1 grey-black gunflint
9
2
3
4 3 olive green glass
8 1 light green glass; 1 blonde gunflint
2
6
4 1 olive green glass; 2 light green glass
1 1 olive green glass, 2 light green glass;
1 musketball, 6.8 mm; 1 grey gunflint
1
1
1 iron trade ax; 3 misc metal; 1 gun part
1 white bead; 1 English gunflint; 1 English
Dover Flint scraper
2
7 1 bead, type IIAI

35
31
1
5 5 light green glass; 1 native-made gunflint
1
2
5 1 light olive green glass
3
1 1 kaolin pipe stem
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Table 8 (Continued)
22Ke718

Rafferty et al. 2011

22Ke753
22Ke755
22Ke757
22Ke758
22Ke759
22Ke760
22Ke837
22Ke846
22Ke768
22Ke798
22Ke802
22Ke804
22Ke805
22Ke806
22Ke807
22Ld831
22Ld801
22Ke857
22Ke858
22Ke860
22Ke862
22Ke864
22Ke865
22Ke872
22Ld803
22Ld804
22Ld805
22Ld808
22Ld817
22Ke920
22Ke884
22Ke893
22Ld820
22Ke904
22Ke929
22Ke931
22Ke933

Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011

2
4 olive green glass; 1 olive green glass
2 scraper
2
35
1
1
2
23
7
1
3
20
20
15
7
1
4
10
2
1
1
8
7 1 olive green glass
4
17
1
3
5
11
3
3
3
9
2
5
1 1 bead, type IIB3
6
10
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Table 8 (Continued)
22Ke934
22Ke942
22Ke938
22Ke950
22Ke954
22Ke955
22Ke957
22Ke959
22Ke962
22Ld820
22Ld821
22Ld822
22Ld823
1Su7
22Ck505

Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Rafferty et al. 2011
Parker 1982
Penman 1977

22Js500
22Js534

Penman 1977
Penman 1977

22Ck502

Mooney 1997

22Ld512
22Ld532
22Ld534
22Ne522
22Ne524
22Ne529
22Ne530
22Ne533
22Wi500

Mooney 1997
Mooney 1997
Mooney 1997
Atkinson 1976
Atkinson 1976
Atkinson 1976
Atkinson 1976
Atkinson 1976
Carleton 1999

1
15
1
1
8
3
3
1
1
5
10
5
34
348
1 1 olive green glass; 1 light green glass;
1 blonde gunflint; 1 misc metal
1 1 pearlware, 1 olive green glass
1 1 creamware, 1 pearlware, 1 light green
glass; 1 gun part
24 2 tin-glazed earthenware; 5 creamware; 7
pearlware; 132 beads; 68 olive green glass;
14
light green glass; 13 gunflints; 1 gun part; 3
native-made gunflints; 2 misc metals
32
141
11
1
1
2
7
1
2

There is evidence that the Choctaws used the various pottery types that were
tempered with a mix of shell and grog for many years. The dominant position of the
mixed shell/grog-tempered types suggests that they represented an important feature of
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Choctaw culture as it had existed in the early 18th century. The mixed shell/grogtempered types died out as the various material culture threads that existed for each of the
groups that composed the confederacy in the late 17th century were subsumed into the
new Choctaw tribal material culture. That process was gradual and was not a
consequence of European contact because mixed shell/grog-tempering was replaced as
the dominant mode prior to the earliest occurrence of any Euro-American trade goods in
three of the seriations. It then decreased in frequency and disappeared completely soon
after the first appearance of European trade goods as is indicated by the lack of variety in
the associated European goods and the fact that the dates associated with most of the
Euro-American artifacts overlap in the mid-18th century. Such circumstances suggest
that the process was not directly caused by European contact during the French colonial
period; when such changes occur in seriations, they are often the result of the random
process of drift (Neiman 1985). The archaeological evidence suggests that the Choctaws
still created small amounts of mixed shell/grog-tempered pottery after the mid-18th
century. The most likely terminal date for the creation of the mixed shell/grog-tempered
pottery types is ca. 1750, as most European trade goods that are associated with mixed
shell/grog-tempered sherds date to the mid-18th century. There are two assemblages,
from 22Js500 and 22Js534, in which mixed shell/grog-tempered sherds are associated
with pearlwares and creamwares, but it is likely that they were both long-duration
occupations that ended late.
Another group of chronologically-important types includes those types that are
decorated with incised lines. The chronological importance of the incised types was first
noticed by Voss and Mann (1986: 54), who viewed the switch from the use of incising to
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that of combing as a consequence of technology change. They also observed that the
Choctaws recognized that those two types of decoration are distinct because they
continued to create incised pottery after the introduction of combed pottery. Galloway
(1984: 59) initially hypothesized that the Chickachae Combed type postdated 1750,
which suggests that the numerous incised types had a relatively long life in the
archaeological record. The chronological importance of the incised pottery types was
confirmed by the six seriations that I created. The only incised pottery types that were
used to order the temper-surface finish seriations are grog incised and sand incised.
The order in Temp-SurFin-A suggests that grog incised peaked at a point towards
the end of the seriation, and SurFin-A suggests that the incised/engraved decoration type
peaked at about the same point in that seriation. The peak in frequency for the grog
incised type appears to have occurred in the mid to late 18th century, which was well after
the initial appearance of European trade goods in the seriation. The sand incised type
was only present at the end of Temp-SurFin-A and Temp-SurFin-B. All of those findings
suggest a more general trend between the plain and decorated types that occurred as a
possible result of European contact. The plain types were very dominant in the years
prior to the initial appearance of Euro-American trade goods in all of the seriations. The
decorated sherds appear to make up a larger percentage of the types that were present in
assemblages that date to a later time period, though they were never a majority. Such a
trend does not seem to be a result of sampling error since it does not appear that the
earliest assemblages had a significantly higher number of sherds that were eroded beyond
recognition. The increase in the decorated sherds may have been caused by the Choctaws
creating more bowls at that time, and bowls were decorated more frequently than were
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the other vessel types. The Choctaws were not trying to copy any European ceramic
types, as no definite examples of colonoware have been found in assemblages from the
Choctaw homeland area. Mooney (1997) did, however, note the presence of one sherd
with an adorno in the assemblage from 22Ck502-B.
There are no data on vessel shape for most of the pottery types that are reviewed
in this thesis because of the small size of the sherds considered. There was, however, one
nearly whole vessel that was surface collected from a small site that was located south of
Forest, MS ca. 1978. The vessel was described as Chickachae Combed var. Chickachae
and was in the shape of a deep bowl. The decoration found on the vessel was executed
both on the rim and on the body. The average thickness of the body is 12 mm, though the
base is thicker (Marshall 1978). The discovery of one nearly whole Chickachae Combed
vessel is not truly definitive evidence for the shape of all decorated Choctaw vessels, but
I believe that it is a noteworthy find. The single Chickachae Combed vessel also supports
the above hypothesis that the Choctaws made more bowls during the late 18th century.
The third chronologically-important group is Nicked Rim Incised, which was
found in a greater number of assemblages from the Choctaw homeland area than any
other decorated type except the incised types. The type was first defined by Blitz (1985:
76), who said that it was tempered with grog particles of different sizes. The North
American Coal survey is integral to understanding this group because it found seven
assemblages that included Nicked Rim Incised sherds (Rafferty et al 2011). Some of
those sherds were tempered with grog and others were tempered with a mix of grog and
shell, which suggests that there was a greater amount of diversity for this pottery type
than has been previously recognized. The distribution of Nicked Rim Incised sherds in
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the Choctaw homeland is recorded in Table 9. The distribution data includes the EuroAmerican artifacts that were associated with the sherds on the assemblage level.
Table 9

Distribution of Nicked Rim Incised Pottery Sherds in the Choctaw
Homeland Area

Site #

Source Cited

22Ke501

Blitz 1985

Sherds Temper
3Grog

Euro-American Artifacts
5 olive green glass; 1 musketball,
9.46 mm; 1 misc metal

22Ke510

Blitz 1985

1Grog

22Ke514

Blitz 1985

8Grog

3 olive green glass; 2 light green glass;
6 misc metal

22Ke518

Blitz 1985

1Grog

22Ke525

Blitz 1985

2grog

22Ke526

Blitz 1985

5grog

22Ke527

Blitz 1985

3grog

22Ke532

Blitz 1985

3grog

22Ke533

Blitz 1985

2grog

22Ke537

Blitz 1985

1grog

22Ke539

Blitz 1985

4grog

22Ke553

Blitz 1985

3grog

22Ke554

Blitz 1985

1grog

1 light green glass; 1 blonde gunflint

22Ke557

Blitz 1985

7grog

1 olive green glass; 2 light green glass

22Ke560

Blitz 1985

1grog

22Ld512

Blitz 1985

2grog

22Ke569

Voss 1984

1grog

1 olive green glass; 2 light green glass;
1 grey-black gunflint

1 misc metal

1 light green glass scraper; 1 amber
Gunflint

GSC

Voss 1984

2grog

22Ke581

Carleton 1996

N/A

N/A

1 iron trade ax; 3 misc metal; 1 gun part

22Ke582

Carleton 1996

N/A

N/A

1 white bead; 1 English gunflint; 1 English
Dover Flint scraper

22Ke594

Thomas and Price 2000

1shell/grog

22Ke596

Thomas et al. 2000

1shell/grog

1 bead, type IIAI

22Ke596

Thomas et al. 2000

2grog

1 bead, type IIAI

22Ke596

Thomas and Price 2000

1grog

22Ck502

Mooney 1997

24sand

2 tin-glazed earthenware; 5 creamware; 7
pearlware; 132 beads; 68 olive green glass; 14
light green glass; 13 gunflints; 1 gun part; 3
native-made gunflints; 2 misc metals

106

Table 9 (Continued)
22Ke601

Piatek et al. 2001

2grog

5 light green glass; 1 native-made gunflint

22Ke707

Rafferty et al. 2011

2grog

1 kaolin pipe stem

22Ke757

Rafferty et al. 2011

3shell/grog

22Ke805

Rafferty et al. 2011

2grog

22Ke920

Rafferty et al. 2011

1shell/grog

22Ke929

Rafferty et al. 2011

1shell/grog

22Ke942

Rafferty et al. 2011

1shell/grog

22Ke955

Rafferty et al. 2011

1shell/grog

1 bead, type IIB3

There is much data for the initial adoption of the Nicked Rim Incised pottery type
by the Choctaws. The primary hypothesis for the adoption was advanced by Mooney
(1992); he hypothesized that a native group known as the Chickasawhay had introduced
the Nicked Rim Incised pottery type to the Choctaws in the early 18th century. The
hypothesis was based on the fact that the decoration found on Nicked Rim Incised pottery
was similar to the decoration found on Doctor Lake Incised sherds from Mobile Bay.
Additional archaeological evidence that was investigated by Mooney (1992) includes the
sherds of Nicked Rim Incised pottery included in the assemblages collected during the
1982 Kemper County survey and from 22Ck502. Additional investigation of Nicked
Rim Incised sherds from 22Ck502 suggests that that assemblage included twenty-four
sherds that Mooney (1997) identified as Doctor Lake Incised, which is the sand-tempered
variety of Nicked Rim Incised. Those sherds are essential to the argument that Nicked
Rim Incised was introduced to the Choctaw homeland by migrants from the Mobile Bay
region because 22Ck502 is the only assemblage from the Choctaw homeland area that
included sherds of Doctor Lake Incised (Table 9). Archaeologists had first found sherds
of sand-tempered Doctor Lake Incised assemblages in the Mobile Bay area at sites that
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include 1Ck219, 1Ck217, and 1Wn86 (Stowe et al. 1984). It can also be noted that
Penman (1977: 239) had classified a few sherds in two other assemblages, from the
Souinlovey and Tallahoma creek area in Clarke and Jasper counties, as Chickachae
Combed var. Jasper. The sherds depicted in Penman (1977: 239) suggest that some of
the rim sherds from that area that were classified as Chickachae Combed var. Jasper
actually have nicked rims, but this cannot be verified unless the collection is reexamined.
The date during which the Choctaws adopted Nicked Rim Incised pottery can be
ascertained from a few sources. The historical record suggests that the Chickasawhays
initially joined the Choctaw confederacy after the 1708 Thomas Nairne affair (Galloway
1994b: 515-516). The Nicked Rim Incised pottery therefore would have been introduced
to the Choctaws ca. 1700 if the Chickasawhays introduced it. The chronological order in
SurFin-A, however, suggests that the Choctaws started to create Nicked Rim Incised
pottery ca. 1650 because the nicked rim incised decoration peaked in frequency in the
earliest assemblage. The data from SurFin-A, when considered from the perspective that
it is composed of short-duration assemblages, could suggest that the earliest assemblages
ordered by SurFin-A represent late 17th century occupations. The first appearance of
European trade goods in SurFin-A also occurred in the earliest assemblage, and the data
in the seriations suggests that the Choctaws started to be acculturated ca. 1728. Those
earliest sites, since they had short-duration assemblages would therefore have started to
be occupied in the late 17th century and would have not been abandoned until a few years
after the Chickasawhays joined the Choctaw confederacy. The archaeological evidence
therefore supports the hypothesis that those sites were occupied for a short time that
ended sometime during the first two decades of the 18th century.
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There is data for the chronology of the grog-tempered and mixed shell/grogtempered varieties of the Nicked Rim Incised pottery type. The first piece of data (Table
9) includes the fact that the grog-tempered Nicked Rim Incised variety was present in
many assemblages from Kemper and Lauderdale counties. The sherds of Nicked Rim
Incised pottery that were tempered with a mix of shell and grog, however, were only
found in the area covered by the North American Coal survey. The fact that the mixed
shell/grog-tempered variety of Nicked Rim Incised has only been found in the North
American Coal survey area is pertinent because it appears to have been occupied for a
short period that is relatively early in the Choctaw occupation of the area. The evidence
that supports that statement is that the seriations suggests that shell/grog plain was the
dominant type in the earliest assemblages, and an examination of Table 8 suggests that
most of the assemblages with the largest number of mixed shell/grog-tempered sherds are
from the North American Coal survey area. Such archaeological evidence suggests that
the mixed shell/grog-tempered variety of Nicked Rim Incised is dated to the early 18th
century. The Choctaws therefore likely created both varieties in the early days of the
Choctaw confederacy, but the use of mixed shell/grog-tempering died out after a short
amount of time. Additional data that supports the hypothesis that the mixed shell/grogtempered Nicked Rim Incised variety had died after the early 18th century is that the
frequency of the nicked rim incised decoration decreased in SurFin-A subsequent to the
earliest appearance of European trade goods. The decrease suggests that the mixed
shell/grog-tempered variety of Nicked Rim Incised pottery died out quickly in the early
18th century.
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There is some data for the importance of the Nicked Rim Incised type. The data
in SurFin-A suggest that the Nicked Rim Incised pottery type peaked in popularity at the
same time that European contact began to influence Choctaw material culture and cause
change, which is very significant. The evidence from SurFin-A, however, is contradicted
by the fact that the assemblage from the Fort Tombecbe site did not include Nicked Rim
Incised pottery (Parker 1982: 70-72), which was likely caused by the fact that the Nicked
Rim Incised had decreased in frequency by the mid-18th century. The absence of Nicked
Rim Incised pottery in the Fort Tombecbe assemblage could have also been caused by
sampling error. The occurrence seriation created by Blitz (1995) suggests that the Nicked
Rim Incised pottery type had died out ca. 1736, though it could now be argued that it just
had low frequency at that time.
Additional chronological data can be ascertained for the Nicked Rim Incised
types via the Euro-American artifacts that were associated with them. The Nicked Rim
Incised pottery sherds are associated with European trade goods in fourteen of the thirtytwo assemblages that are listed in Table 9. Most of the Euro-American artifact types that
are listed in Table 9 have a wide range of manufacture, so a narrow date range cannot be
derived from them. There are other assemblages that have artifacts with a narrower date
range, and most of them suggest that the Choctaws stopped creating Nicked Rim Incised
pottery sometime between 1736 and 1750. The assemblage from 22Ke525, which
included one grey-black gunflint, is the only assemblage that could be used to argue that
Nicked Rim Incised continued to be created into the late 18th century, but that is unlikely
because there is some indication, given that the assemblage failed to seriate, that it
represents multiple occupations.
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The fourth chronologically-important type is Chickachae Combed, which was
first cited as the pottery type of the Choctaw by Collins (1927: 262). Blitz (1985: 79-81)
first suggested that Chickachae Combed was a minority type in those assemblages from
the Choctaw homeland area. The hypothesis that suggests that the Choctaws had adopted
combed pottery in the mid-18th century was discussed above. The position of the combed
decoration in SurFin-A and of grog combed in Temp-SurFin-A supports that date because
they indicate that those types were not made with much frequency until after the first
appearance of European trade goods. Another piece of evidence that supports that post1750 date is the domination of grog combed in the last assemblage, from 22Ld512,
ordered by Temp-SurFin-A. The various varieties of Chickachae Combed that have been
recognized by archaeologists in previous investigations of the Choctaw homeland area
were reviewed by Galloway (1995: 267-273). The previous studies noted that a variety
of tempers were used in those sherds, but did not note any patterns. As part of the current
research, I conducted a distribution study of the various combed pottery types (Table 1);
it includes the number of sherds in each assemblage, as well as which temper was used in
the sherds. There are a few instances that are recorded in Table 1 in which one
assemblage would include combed sherds with different tempers, which may be
significant. The North American Coal survey resulted in new data on the chronology of
the four combed pottery types. Eight assemblages that included combed pottery sherds
were recovered during the North American Coal survey, some of them tempered with
grog and others with a mix of shell and grog.
The fifth group of pottery types that I want to discuss is those sherds that were
tempered with sand. The six seriations were expected to show that the Eastern Division
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Choctaws created pottery tempered with shell, grog, and a mix of shell and grog in
different frequencies over time. The six seriations also suggested that there was a period
during which the Choctaws made large amounts of sand-tempered pottery. The increase
in frequency for the sand-tempered types was not expected because Blitz (1985) noted
their presence, but did not ascribe much chronological value to them other than including
one type that is defined as unclassified fine sand plain in his Choctaw ceramic complex.
I therefore initially assumed that the Choctaws only created small amounts of sandtempered pottery and that many of the sand-tempered sherds were prehistoric in age.
Such prehistoric types would therefore represent a ceramic lineage other than the Eastern
Division Choctaw lineage represented by the six seriations; such assemblages would not
seriate with assemblages from the Eastern Division ceramic lineage (Dunnell 1970). The
fact that those assemblages that included the sand-tempered sherds could be seriated with
the Eastern Division assemblages suggests that the sand-tempered sherds were, in fact,
made by the Choctaws during the late 18th and early 19th centuries.
Those eleven assemblages that the seriations indicated represent the period in
which the Choctaws created large amounts of sand-tempered pottery are listed in Table
10. They come from three counties in the area of the Choctaw homeland, though most
are from Kemper County. There is some disagreement between the four seriations as to
when the Choctaws created the sand-tempered types. The orders in Temp-SurFin-A and
Temp-A both indicate that the Choctaws created those pottery types in the latter part of
the period represented by those four seriations. The order in Temp-SurFin-B suggests
that the Choctaws created those types in the middle part of the period, contradicting the
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order in the other two seriations. The order in Temp-B, however, suggests that the
Choctaws used sand tempering at low frequency over a long period.
Table 10
Assemblage
22Ke501
22Ke510
22Ke526
22Ke557
22Ke596
22Ke707
22Ke804
22Ck502-A
22Ck505
22Js534
22Js585

Seriated Assemblages with Sand-Tempered Sherds
Works Cited
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Thomas et al.
2000
Rafferty et al.
2011
Rafferty et al.
2011
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985

Sherd
Count
8
25
5
5

Seriation
Temp-B
Temp-Surfin-B
Temp-SurFin-B, Temp-B
Temp-SurFin-B, Temp-B

8 Temp-SurFin-A, Temp-B
6 Temp-A
6
50
7
21
19

Temp-B
Temp-SurFin-A, Temp-A
Temp-A
Temp-B
Temp-SurFin-A, Temp-A

The sixth group of pottery types that I want to discuss are those types that are
described as having a red slip and are attributed to the Choctaw occupation of the eastcentral Mississippi homeland. Archaeologists collected eight assemblages during the
North American Coal survey with sherds that can be given that description; those eight
new assemblages (Rafferty et al. 2011) constitute the largest amount of red-slipped
pottery recovered by a single archaeological survey in the Choctaw homeland. The
distribution of all sherds from the Choctaw homeland that were described as “painted” is
presented in Table 11. Penman (1977: 238) created the type-variety designation
Chickachae Plain var. Souinlovey to describe the pottery sherds with a red-slip or that are
painted.
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Source Cited

Blitz 1985

Mann 1985

Thomas and Price 2000

Thomas and Price 2000

Thomas and Price 2000

Thomas and Price 2000

Gardner 2007

Rafferty et al. 2011

Rafferty et al. 2011

Rafferty et al. 2011

Rafferty et al. 2011

Rafferty et al. 2011

Rafferty et al. 2011

Rafferty et al. 2011

Rafferty et al. 2011

Rafferty et al. 2011

Rafferty et al. 2011

Rafferty et al. 2011

Rafferty et al. 2011

Parker 1982

Parker 1982

Penman 1977

22Ke527

22Ke567

22Ke594

22Ke594

22Ke594

22Ke596

22Ke609

22Ke627

22Ke630

22Ke757

22Ke757

22Ke757

22Ke837

22Ke798

22Ke802

22Ke804

22Ke804

22Ke804

22Ke920

1Su7

1Su7

22Ck502

1

19

6

1

1

2

1

1

1

4

5

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

2

1

1

Sherds

Sand

Shell

Shell/Grog

Shell/Grog

Shell/Grog

Grog

Sand

Shell

Shell/Grog

Shell/Grog

Grog

Shell

Shell/Grog

Shell

Grog

Shell

Grog

Sand

Shell/Grog

Grog

Grog

Grog

Temper

Red

Red

Red

Orange

Orange

Orange

Orange

Orange

Red

Red

Red

Red

Red

Red

Red

Red

Red

Red

Red

Red

Red

Black

Color

Plain

Plain

Plain

Nicked Rim Incised

Plain

Plain

Plain

Plain

Combed

Plain

Plain

Plain

Incised

Plain

Plain

Plain

Plain

Plain

Plain

Plain

Plain

Plain

Decoration

Distribution of Painted Pottery Sherds in Choctaw Homeland Area

Site #

Table 11
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Interior

Interior

Exterior

Interior

Location

green glass

green glass; 1 light

1 creamware; 4 olive

N/A

N/A

1 light olive green glass

1 bead, type IIAI

Euro-American Artifacts

The painted types are not as chronologically-sensitive as the other types examined
in the current thesis because of their rarity. The rarity of the painted types was first noted
by Penman (1977: 282-285), who hypothesized that the paint that was once on the pottery
sherds could have come off due to exposure to environmental elements, or that it was
removed during cleaning in the lab. He therefore hypothesized that the Choctaws may
have created more painted pottery than has been found in the assemblages from the
Choctaw homeland. Some of the data recorded in Table 11, such as the many different
colors of paint/slip and preservation on different areas of individual sherds, could
possibly be used to support that claim. Additional evidence that preservation in the
archaeological record was a factor comes from 1Su7, which includes nineteen sherds that
Parker (1982: 71-72) described as fine shell painted and six sherds that he described as
fine shell/grog painted. Those sherds were recorded in Table 11, but I recorded the color
of those sherds as “N/A.” I did so because I had noticed that there are a number of
pottery sherds from Fort Tombecbe that were painted red, as well as many other sherds
that were painted black; I did not actually record the exact numbers of red and black
sherds in that assemblage, but it was definitely larger than the number of painted sherds
from east-central Mississippi. The one sherd listed in Table 11 as being painted black
came from 22Ke527 (Blitz 1985: 71). The prevalence of painted sherds from the
Choctaw homeland indicates that the Choctaws slipped or painted their pottery with a
diversity of colors. There are also a few assemblages that include sherds with two or
more colors of paint, which may be significant. The implication of such color diversity is
that it is possible that the Choctaws created painted pottery with increased frequency
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throughout the Choctaw occupation, though it is not possible to fully study that
phenomenon without larger sample sizes.
The fact that the acidic soils probably removed the paint from many sherds also
led to additional observations of the effects of the soil on the preservation of the sherds.
The first observation is that there are many assemblages that include sherds from which
the shell has leached out, producing thin holes. The leaching of the shell was caused by
the acidic soils that are found in east-central Mississippi. One assemblage that included
such pottery was 22Ke654, which had four sherds with such voids (Rafferty et al. 2011:
168-169). The pottery sherds from Fort Tombecbe hardly had any holes, while there
were many assemblages from the sites in Mississippi with sherds that contain numerous
holes. The second observation that I made is that there were many sherds from sites in
Mississippi that are eroded, while only a few sherds in the Fort Tombecbe assemblage
were eroded. I participated in the 2010 excavation of the Fort Tombecbe site, where
another participant noticed that the aboriginal pottery from the site had been preserved by
the limestone in the local soils. The French built the Fort Tombecbe site on top of an 80foot bluff known as White Rock, which is composed of white chalk of the Demopolis
formation (Parker 1982: 4).
There is some evidence that can be used to date the painted pottery types. The
frequency of the painted types is only tracked by the decoration seriations because of
their low distribution in the Choctaw homeland. The order in SurFin-B suggests that
painted decoration increased in frequency throughout the time period that it represents
and that it peaked at the end of the seriation. The order in SurFin-A, however, showed
that the painted/slipped pottery types had peaked in frequency towards the end of SurFin116

A, which may be a result of sampling error. Additional chronological data includes the
association of painted sherds with mixed shell/grog-tempered pottery in the majority of
the assemblages listed in Table 11, as well as the five assemblages that included painted
pottery tempered with a mix of shell and grog. There is also one assemblage that
included one sherd of painted pottery with a nicked rim incised decoration, and one
assemblage with painted pottery that is combed. There were eleven assemblages in Table
11 that included Euro-American trade goods. Many of the Euro-American trade good
types in those assemblages have long manufacture dates, but a few of those types do have
a narrow date range. There are many assemblages that include Euro-American artifacts
that date to the late 18th century. The combined evidence from the assemblages that
included painted pottery sherds seems to suggest that the painted types can be dated from
ca. 1650 to ca. 1750.
Arrow points are another diagnostic artifact type that has been found in
assemblages from the Choctaw homeland. Five assemblages recovered by the North
American Coal survey include arrow points. Those assemblages constitute the second
largest number of arrow points that have been found in a single archaeological survey of
the Choctaw homeland area. The 1976 Edinburg Lake survey recovered five
assemblages that include arrow points associated with shell-tempered or mixed
shell/grog-tempered pottery (Atkinson 1976). The sixteen assemblages from the
Choctaw homeland that included arrow points are listed in Table 12. Those assemblages
that included arrow points, coupled with the chronology provided by the six seriations,
gave an opportunity to study the many types of arrow points that were used in the
Choctaw homeland. The most common lithic raw materials were Tallahatta quartzite
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(TQ) and Citronelle Gravel chert (CGC). There were also small amounts of grey cherts,
including Fort Payne chert, in use (Rafferty et al. 2011: 60). One seriation, SurFin-B,
provides some chronological evidence for the use of the bow and arrow by the Choctaws.
The order in SurFin-B included the assemblage from 22Ke757, which included one
triangular point made of TQ, in a position indicative of an occupation in the late 17th
century.
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Atkinson 1976

22Ne529

Carleton 1999

Rafferty et al. 2011

22Ke940

Penman 1977

Rafferty et al. 2011

22Ld820

22Wi500

Rafferty et al. 2011

22Ke862

22Jo507

Rafferty et al. 2011

22Ke760

Atkinson 1976

Rafferty et al. 2011

22Ke757

22Ne534

Rafferty et al. 2011

22Ke753

Atkinson 1976

Mistovich et al. 1990

22Ld618

22Ne533

Mistovich et al. 1990

22Ld600

Atkinson 1976

Piatek et al. 2001

22Ke601

22Ne532

Works Cited

2

1

1

1

5

2

1

2

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Arrow Point

TQ

unknown

TQ

TQ

unknown

TQ

CGC

TQ

TQ

CGC

TQ

CGC

TQ

TQ

Chert

Stone
Type

McGahey 2000

McGahey 2000

McGahey 2000

McGahey 2000

McGahey 2000

McGahey 2000

McGahey 2000

McGahey 2000

McGahey 2000

McGahey 2000

McGahey 2000

McGahey 2000

McGahey 2000

McGahey 2000

McGahey 2000

Works Cited

1 bead, type IIa43

1 musketball; 1 glass end scraper; 2 olive green glass

4 olive green glass; 1 olive green glass scraper

5 light green glass; 1 native-made gunflint

Euro-American Artifacts

Distribution of Arrow Points in Assemblages from the Choctaw Homeland Area

Site #

Table 12
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Results of the Seriation: Genesis of the Choctaw Confederacy
The data in the six seriations represent a period of Historic occupation that was
discontinuous with the earlier occupations in that area. A few facts about those earlier
occupations are known via the archaeological record. The evidence suggests that Indians
first inhabited Kemper County in the Paleoindian period; the local population steadily
increased until the area was depopulated at the end of the Late Woodland period, ca. AD
1100 (Rafferty et al. 2011: 26-29). The reason why the region was abandoned is unclear,
but it is thought that the local soils may not have been able to sustain maize agriculture
(Rafferty et al. 2011: 29-30). The Choctaws are known to have practiced maize
agriculture in the 18th and early 19th centuries, and that fact argues against the hypothesis
that poor soils caused the Choctaw homeland area to be abandoned at the end of the Late
Woodland period. The fact that the Choctaw homeland was not occupied during the
Mississippian period leaves the date for the beginning of the Choctaw occupation of their
homeland unknown (Rafferty et al 2011: 29-30). The oral traditions of the Choctaws
suggest that the Choctaw tribe formed at Nanih Waiya, but the date at which this event
occurred is not suggested with consistency. Swanton (1931: 5-37) recorded three
versions of the Choctaw origin story that date to the 18th century, plus a number of
versions that were recorded by twelve scholars in the 19th and early 20th centuries. There
are two migration stories that can be dated to the 18th century; those two versions were
recorded by Le Page du Pratz and James Adair. The third version that can be dated to the
18th century was recorded by Bernard Romans; his version is a creation story that
purports that the Choctaw came from a hole located between the villages of the Choctaws
and the Chickasaws (Swanton 1931: 5-6). The description by Romans does accurately
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describe the location of the Nanih Waiya site, so it is possible that the Choctaws may
have identified their origins with the Nanih Waiya site as early as ca. 1772. The fact that
two of the three versions of the Choctaw origin stories that can be dated to the 18th
century do not mention the mounds at Nanih Waiya could indicate that tribal genesis did
not occur at Nanih Waiya.
Many archaeologists, like Carleton (1994: 80), have only noted that the Choctaws
existed when the French established the Louisiana colony in 1699, but did not try to
ascertain the antiquity of the Choctaws as a people. Galloway (1995), however,
narrowed the date for the start of the Choctaw occupation of their homeland to the period
between 1540 and 1674. The date suggested by Galloway (1995) is supported by the data
from the Shubuta Canoe, which was found ca. 1977 near the town of Shubuta in Clarke
County. The Shubuta Canoe is made of bald cypress wood that was radiocarbon dated to
AD 1670 ± 45 (McGahey 1986). The data from the Shubuta Canoe supports the 17th
century date for the start of the Choctaw occupation of Kemper County that was first
suggested by Galloway (1995).
The “genesis hypothesis” espoused by Galloway (1995) provides a number of
details for the mechanisms that caused the Choctaw confederacy to form. The two
primary populations that initially composed the proto-Choctaw came from the chiefdoms
associated with Moundville and the Pearl River mounds (Galloway 1995). The last
refugee group to migrate to the Choctaw homeland area was the Chickasawhays, who
founded the villages of Chickasawhay and Yowanni. The Chickasawhays were related to
the small Western Muskogean groups that lived along the Gulf coasts of Mississippi and
Alabama. Another group known as the Conchas joined the Choctaw confederacy when
121

the Chickasawhays did, founding the village of Coosa (Galloway 1994a: 406-409).
Additional groups may have joined the Choctaw confederacy as well, but the groups from
Moundville, the Pearl River mounds, and the Chickasawhays were the main groups that
became part of the Choctaw confederacy (Galloway 1995).
The genesis of the Choctaw occurred in the period between the 1539-1542
Hernando de Soto expedition and the 1699 establishment of the Louisiana colony, which
is a period that was described in only a few historical documents. Those few historic
documents included a few statements by Spanish soldiers that suggest that the early
Choctaws fought the groups that lived in the regions that surround the Choctaw
homeland. The warfare that occurred in the region in the late 17th and early 18th centuries
was the result of European exploration of the Southeast and the Indian slave trade
(Galloway 1995). Additional data for the earliest period of the Choctaw confederacy is
needed, and the seriations therefore provide new data on this previously little known
period in the history of the Southeast.
Results of the Seriation: Acculturation
The data for the earliest date at which the Choctaws were acculturated can be
viewed in a few different ways. The first way is through the absolute dates associated
with individual Euro-American artifacts in assemblages from Choctaw homeland sites. A
survey of the various Euro-American artifacts listed in the tables presented above
suggests that most of the Euro-American artifacts cannot be assigned a close date that is
reliable, with a few exceptions. The only individual Euro-American artifact that can be
reliably dated to the early 18th century is a kaolin pipe from 22Ld512 (Table 6) that has a
pipe stem date of AD 1702 (Binford 1978). There are other artifacts in the tables that are
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reliably dated to the mid-18th century. One of those artifacts is a kaolin pipe stem from
22Ke707, which has a pipe stem date of AD 1741 (Binford 1978). The fact that there are
a few Euro-American artifacts in the assemblages from the Choctaw homeland that can
be reliably dated to the mid-18th century suggests that the Choctaws began to be
acculturated to a significant degree by ca. 1740.
The second way to examine the data is the context of the assemblages that were
ordered by the six frequency seriations and the various Euro-American artifact types in
the assemblages in five of those six seriations (Table 6). The date ranges associated with
the Euro-American artifacts in the assemblages ordered by those five seriations indicate
that the Choctaws began to be acculturated to a significant degree during the mid-18th
century. The Euro-American artifacts in the seriated assemblages are not associated with
date ranges that correspond to the dates in the historical record, but are indicative of a
chronological order. The blonde and amber gunflints, for example, come before the grey
gunflints. The following discussion therefore attempts to analyze the chronological data
to better understand the acculturative processes that the Choctaws faced, starting in the
mid-18th century.
Most of the seriations indicate that there was a period before the first appearance
of Euro-American artifacts, during which the Choctaws observed their baseline culture.
Those earliest assemblages do not include Euro-American trade goods and therefore
represent an occupation by the Choctaws prior to significant acculturation. The data from
the meager archaeological remains examined in this study include a number of items
from that baseline culture. The first, and most abundant, item is the many different
pottery types that the Choctaws created ca. 1702. The second item from the baseline
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culture is arrow points. The third baseline culture item is architecture, represented
archaeologically by the presence of fired clay. Archaeologists believe that such fired clay
is daub used to build the walls of Choctaw structures, such as those represented by the
postholes in Figures 14 and 15. The fired clay from those assemblages from the North
American Coal survey area can add some data on the Choctaw structures and the
environment in that some of those pieces of fired clay have plant impressions, which can
also tell archaeologists what kind of plants were used to construct those structures. The
fourth baseline culture item includes floral remains. The excavation of site 22Ke510 in
1982 found the first subsurface feature to be found at a site from the Choctaw homeland
area (Figure 14). The feature included pits that were filled with maize corncobs and pine
cones (Voss and Blitz 1983: 54). Figure 15 shows the west wall of the subsurface feature
from 22Ke510 and also shows a cross-section of one of the pits that contained the floral
remains. The maize was not included with the artifact collections at USM, and there was
no mention in the site notes about the ultimate fate of the floral remains. Those remains
constitute the only subsistence data from the period before the first appearance of EuroAmerican trade goods in the six Choctaw seriations.
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Figure 14

Subsurface Feature at 22Ke510

There also are no data from the Choctaw homeland that inform on trade between
the Choctaws and the French during the first decades of the 18th century. There is some
archaeological evidence from the Mobile Bay area, however. The excavation of the Old
Mobile site began in 1989, and a few French colonial structures were excavated by 2002
(Waselkov 2002: 6-8). The preliminary analysis of the data from Old Mobile showed
that varieties of Addis Plain and Fatherland Incised were present in the aboriginal pottery
assemblage. Archaeologists believed that those two types were brought to Old Mobile by
either the Choctaws or a group from the Lower Mississippi Valley during the first decade
of the 18th century. Addis Plain and Fatherland Incised are also present in the pottery
assemblage collected at the Port Dauphin site (Fuller 1998: 36-37). Those sherds that
125

were classified as either Addis Plain or Fatherland Incised from those two early French
colonial sites conformed to the two pottery types, shell/grog plain and grog incised, as
they were defined for inclusion in two of the six seriations created by the current study; I
suggest that the sherds of shell/grog plain and grog plain in the assemblage from the Old
Mobile site were introduced into Old Mobile in the early 18th century by the Choctaws,
and constitutes archaeological evidence of the deerskin trade that occurred at Old Mobile
between 1702 and 1711.

Figure 15

Feature Profile from 22Ke510

The archaeological evidence suggests that the Choctaws were not acculturated to
a significant degree until after the French established four trading posts in the Choctaw
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homeland ca. 1728. The French trader Henri de Tonti had traveled from 14 February to
20 February in order to get from the French settlement in Mobile Bay to the Choctaw
villages in what is now Lauderdale and Kemper counties in 1702. The distance is over
one hundred miles, and it took Tonti six days to reach his destination (Higginbotham
1978: 288). The Choctaws did not have to travel as far in order to get to a French trading
post after 1728 because three of those four forts were located within a Choctaw village.
The fourth French fort was located at Fort Tombecbe, just a few miles east of the
Choctaw villages located in Kemper and Lauderdale counties, so the Choctaws could
trade with the French more frequently after 1728 than they had before.
Archaeological study of the four trading posts that were established by the French
in the Choctaw homeland would therefore offer more data on the trade between the
Choctaws and the French. The first excavation of a confirmed French fort site in the
Choctaw homeland was by Parker (1982), and additional data were gathered during new
excavations at 1Su7 by Dr. Ashley Dumas in 2010, 2012, and 2014. Blitz (1985: 26) said
that the “lists of material being traded to the Choctaw by both the French and the English
refer to various metal tools, guns, cooking utensils, and perishable clothing, but ceramics
do not appear to be a priority item.” The remark by Blitz suggests that the French did not
give the Choctaws many ceramics through trade, and that seems to be true as I only found
record of one assemblage, from 22Ck502-B (Mooney 1997), with the French ceramic
type known as faience. Faience is a type of tin-glazed earthenware that was used by the
French in the 18th century (Noel Hume 1970). The assemblage included one fragment of
the lip of a green lead-glazed earthenware bowl with a glossy blue tint that conforms to
the Type A group of ceramics from the Trudeau site (Brain 1979). There was also one
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fragment from a Scratch Blue plate, which dates to mid-18th century, that was present in
that assemblage (Mooney 1995: 168). The ceramic assemblage from 1Su7 also included
a number of sherds of faience (Parker 1982: 44-47). Mooney (1997: 29) also reported
that the assemblage from 22Ck502-B includes 18 whole hand-wrought nails and 13 handwrought nail fragments. Edwards and Wells (1993) reports that the Louisiana colonists
used hand-wrought nails between 1720 and 1830, so it is possible that hand-wrought nails
were used in the construction of the mission building. It is also possible that the handwrought nails belong to the later Euro-American occupation at 22Ck502-B. Mooney
(1997: 33) also includes 3 cow bones, 15 unburned bones, and 2 bones from an
unidentified mammal species. Those bones, if they do date to the mid-18th century,
would be the only instance of European faunal remains found in the Choctaw homeland
that date to the mid-18th century. Those bones would therefore be significant in that the
Jesuit priest resident at the site could have subsisted on those faunal remains. Mooney
(1997: 33) also reported 10 deer bones in the assemblage from 22Ck502-B, and they
probably also belong to the Jesuit mission occupation.
The earliest appearance of European trade goods in the seriations coincides with
other important material culture changes. The event occurred just before or at the point
where grog plain replaces shell/grog plain as the dominant type in Temp-SurFin-A, and
where grog temper replaces shell/grog temper as the dominant type in Temp-A, and shell
plain replaces grog plain in Temp-SurFin-B. The first appearance of European trade
goods in SurFin-A also occurs at the point where the nicked rim incised decoration peaks.
The switch in which type is dominant therefore coincides with the earliest appearance of
European trade goods in all five of the seriations. The switch in the dominant temper
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also coincided with the period in which many Choctaw chiefs were able to gain more
power through the acquisition of European trade goods in the mid-18th century. The
increase in power that those Choctaw chiefs experienced led to increased competition for
European trade goods and to increased warfare and strife in the mid-18th century
(Galloway 1994a: 412-414), which may be linked to changes in everyday culture as a
result of population loss and other demographic upheavals.
The adoption of many types of European trade goods such as flintlock muskets
resulted in other material culture changes for the Choctaws and other Indian tribes. The
adoption of the gun, and resultant rejection of the bow and arrow, occurred as a process
that is examined partially through the seriations. The process of the adoption of flintlock
muskets by the Choctaws began when the French first gave them a few flintlock muskets
in early 1702 (Blitz 1985: 82). This event can be regarded as the introduction of
phenotypic variation, which is step one of the evolutionary process. The second step
occurred when the evolutionary forces acted on the people who possessed muskets, and
made them more fit than those warriors without muskets by giving them a technological
advantage (Ramenofsky 1995: 137-138). Those Choctaw warriors who adopted muskets
were more successful in both the deerskin trade and warfare throughout the French
colonial period than those that did not adopt muskets (Blitz 1985: 18-19).
The six seriations do not offer any direct data on the adoption of muskets during
the French colonial period. There are six assemblages (Table 13) that contain a gunflint
that can be dated to the French colonial period because they were made of either blonde
or amber stone, but only four of those assemblages were ordered by one of the six
seriations (Table 6). Another assemblage that relates to the adoption of flintlock muskets
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in the French colonial period is 22Ke567-B, which included two pieces of honey-colored
quartz that were found in one of the two units excavated there (Voss 1984: 35). The
discovery of honey-colored quartz in that assemblage could indicate that the Choctaws
tried to make gunflints using a piece of European raw material. It may also indicate that
there was a European trader resident at that settlement site during the French colonial
period, though the former hypothesis is more likely as no tin-glazed earthenwares were
recovered from 22Ke567-B.
Table 13

Distribution of European-Style Gunflints in Assemblages from Choctaw
Homeland Area

Assemblage
22Ke525
22Ke536
22Ke554
22Ke567-A
22Ke567-D
22Ke569
22Ck505

Works Cited
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Blitz 1985
Voss 1984
Voss 1984
Voss 1984
Penman 1977

22Js585
22Ld512

Penman 1977
Mooney 1997

Gunflint
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Color
grey-black
Blonde
Blonde
Grey
Amber
Amber
Blonde
blonde;
2 grey
1 light grey

Temporal
Range
1790-1880
1675-1790
1675-1790
1790-1880
1675-1790
1675-1790
1675-1790
1675-1880
1790-1880

There is also evidence that not all of the purported French gunflints can be
attributed to the French colonial period. One survey of archaeological reports found that
the European colonists living in North America had commonly used French gunflints in
the period between 1675 and 1790. The Anglo-American settlers then began to use
gunflints mined in England after the British started to obtain raw materials for their own
gunflints out of the quarry in Brandon, England ca. 1790, and the colonists continued to
do so until ca. 1880 (Kenmotsu 1990: 95-96). The period during which the European
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colonists commonly used French gunflints included the period in which the French
colony of Louisiana had existed. The French colony of Louisiana ceased to exist in 1763,
but the European colonists in the region continued to use gunflints manufactured by the
French until ca. 1790. This indicates that the presence of French gunflints in an
assemblage does not guarantee that that assemblage can be dated to the French colonial
period.
The adoption of the gun was also influenced by the ability, and willingness, of the
French to supply the Choctaws with flintlock muskets. The English trader James Adair
recorded that the French did not allow the Choctaws to possess many guns in the mid-18th
century (Swanton 1931: 55). Those Choctaws who prospered via the use of the musket
therefore had to adapt to the limited supply of guns that the French made available. One
way that many Choctaws had adapted to that situation was through the use of the ancient
technique of flint knapping to knap a gunflint out of diverse types of stone. The gunflint
was the part of a gun that had to be replaced most often, and those native-made gunflints
could be used to fire a flintlock musket similar to the ways in which European-made
gunflints were used (Mooney 1995: 169). There are three assemblages from the Choctaw
region that include native-made gunflints. The first assemblage is from 22Ke601, which
included one gunflint made from a chert pebble (Pietak et al. 2001). The second
assemblage is from 22Ck502-B, which included three native-made gunflints: one made of
TQ, a second made of Coastal Plain agate, and a third made from chert (Mooney 1995:
169). The third assemblage came from 22Ne543, which included one gunflint made of a
brown chert; I noticed the native-made gunflint in the assemblage from 22Ne543 in the
collections from the 1982 Kemper County survey, but it was not been reported by Blitz
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(1985) for unknown reasons. Such artifacts represent one native adaptation to contact in
the early to mid-18th century, when most Choctaws had not totally abandoned their native
traditions but used a combination of both European and native technologies in both
warfare and in the deerskin trade. The historical record reveals another way that some
Choctaws successfully adapted to the use of flintlock muskets. A British diplomat,
Edmond Atkin (1753), wrote that in one battle of the Choctaw Civil War, the pro-British
Choctaws had to fire glass beads because they had run out of musketballs. A number of
glass trade beads have been found at sites in the Choctaw homeland, but none of them
show evidence that they were fired in a flintlock musket.
Additional archaeological data suggests that the Choctaws combined native and
European technologies to survive during the French colonial period. The data found in
Table 12 include four assemblages in which arrow points are associated with European
trade goods; the dates that are associated with those European trade goods suggests that
the Choctaws continued to use arrow points until the mid-18th century. The assemblage
from 1Su7 includes one projectile point, but it is not included in Table 12 because it was
made of folded iron. The projectile point is mentioned because it may possibly constitute
archaeological evidence for the use of a European raw material, in this case metal, to
create a traditional native arrow point (Parker 1982: 69). Another artifact type that may
indicate the Choctaws continued to combine native and European technologies until the
end of the French colonial period in 1763 is endscrapers. Johnson (1997: 277) argued
that endscrapers made of stone have not been found in the assemblages from sites in the
Choctaw homeland because trade with the French caused the Choctaws to rapidly reject
stone tools in favor of metal tools. Some archaeological evidence that supports his
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hypothesis includes the three glass endscrapers that Blitz (1985: 82) found in the 1982
Kemper County survey; one of those scrapers is included in Table 6 along with another
scraper found in the North American Coal survey (Rafferty et al. 2011). Atkinson (1976)
found one clear glass endscraper and two olive green glass endscrapers at 22Ne534.
Thomas et al. (2000: 70-71), however, found two endscrapers, one made of TQ and the
other out of Coastal Plain chert, on the surface of 22Ke596 during the Phase I survey on
the Sucarnoochee River, which supports my hypothesis that the Choctaws had continued
to combine native and European technologies throughout the French colonial period.
The competition between the French and British for control of trade with the
Choctaw led to the outbreak of the Choctaw Civil War. Galloway (1982: 291) said that,
“this tragic conflict, which must have been the most momentous happening in Choctaw
history from the beginning of European contact until Removal, deserves closer
scrutiny…because of the fact that it represents the most serious stress that Choctaw
society had had to face up to that point in the process of acculturation.” The Choctaw
Civil War is not closely examined here because there is so little archaeological data that
can be tied directly to it. The war can, however, be viewed as a turning point in the
history of the tribe. The archaeological evidence suggests that the Choctaws were not
very acculturated by the time of the outbreak of the Choctaw Civil War. There is more
archaeological evidence of acculturation from the period after the end of the Choctaw
Civil War in 1750 than there is for the period that preceded it.
There is some archaeological evidence that some of the changes that occurred in
Choctaw material culture after the end of the Choctaw Civil War in 1750 were caused by
one single event, the 1747 smallpox epidemic. Over one thousand Choctaws died in that
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epidemic, most of whom were either young or a tribal elder. This would have caused the
disappearance of many older tribal institutions, as knowledge of those institutions died
with the death of the elders (Galloway 1982: 319-320). Smallpox is also important
archaeologically because it is an introduced European disease, and European diseases are
a selective pressure that operates on the individual. The diseases therefore indirectly sort
artifacts deterministically, and the frequency of certain artifacts decreased in many cases
as people died from those diseases. The presence of infectious disease can therefore be
detected archaeologically via the disappearance of certain artifact types in the relevant
contexts (Ramenofsky 1995: 139).
One of the changes that occurred after the end of the Choctaw Civil War included
the disappearance of a number of aboriginal pottery types. The first group of pottery
types that the data suggests died out was the grog-tempered variety of Nicked Rim
Incised. The data in Table 9 suggests that the Nicked Rim Incised pottery type is not
associated with any Euro-American artifacts that can be dated to after the mid-18th
century, which suggests that it died out sometime between ca. 1736 and ca. 1750, though
it is likely that the terminal date is closer to ca. 1750. The four painted types and each of
the various mixed shell/grog-tempered types also disappear in the mid-18th century. It is
possible that the 1747 smallpox epidemic caused those types to be created less frequently
and die out, perhaps due to the loss of traditionalist potters.
There were also a few pottery types that the Choctaws continued to make, even
after many other pottery types died out. Some of the seven pottery types included in the
Choctaw ceramic series initially created by Voss and Blitz (1983: 54) were among those
that survived into the late 18th century. Those pottery types that composed the Choctaw
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ceramic series include Kemper Combed, Bell Plain, Fatherland Incised, Mississippi Plain,
Chickachae Combed, Addis Plain, and an unclassified variety of sand plain. Blitz (1985)
initially dated the Choctaw ceramic complex to after 1770. Voss (1995: 27) argued that
the Choctaws continued to create aboriginal pottery until the period after Removal
occurred in 1830 to 1833, and that they used aboriginal pottery to reinforce tribal unity
and to perpetuate some older traditions in the face of increased dependence on EuroAmerican trade goods after 1800. Voss (1995) formulated his hypothesis based on the
association of decorated pottery types with the Euro-American artifacts included in the
assemblages from the 1982 Kemper County survey, but he did not have a reliable
Choctaw ceramic chronology against which to test his hypothesis.
The actual persistence of those Choctaw pottery types in the archaeological record
at the time of Removal is another issue. The order in the seriations indicates that those
Choctaws who lived in Kemper County did make those types in 1770. The assemblages
from Kemper County included in the five seriations that ordered assemblages with
associated Euro-American artifacts do not include 19th century Euro-American artifacts
for the most part. The one exception to that rule, 22Ke525, was not ordered by SurFin-A
into a position indicative of an early 19th century occupation, which points to the
possibility that the gunflint from 22Ke525 was from an early 19th century Euro-American
occupation. There was only one other assemblage from Kemper County, 22Ke718
(Johnson et al. 2013), that was studied in which the Choctaw pottery type Kemper
Combed was directly associated with Euro-American artifacts that include pearlware and
gun parts that can be reliably dated to the early 19th century. The exceptions are the
various Euro-American ceramic types, but, as noted earlier, most of the earthenware,
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stoneware, and porcelain sherds (Table 7) cannot be reliably associated with the Choctaw
occupation. There is evidence of the use of aboriginal pottery by Choctaws in the early
19th century in other areas.
There are two Euro-American ceramic types that can be reliably dated to the late
18th to early 19th centuries that were adopted by the Choctaws, but not by those in
Kemper County. The earliest of those British ceramic types is creamware, which was
manufactured between 1762 and 1820 (South 1978). There were sherds of creamware
that were included in five assemblages that were ordered by three seriations, and they
suggest that the Choctaws adopted creamware towards the end of the Choctaw
occupation. The second British ceramic type that the Choctaws adopted was pearlware,
which was manufactured between 1770 and 1835 (Ward 1983). A few sherds of
pearlware were found in four assemblages that were seriated by four seriations, and each
of those seriations suggest that the Choctaws also adopted pearlware towards the end of
their occupation in the early 19th century. Pearlware was included in five additional
assemblages from sites that were scattered in Lauderdale, Jasper, or Clarke counties, and
sherds of creamware were found in one additional assemblage from Clarke County. The
majority of the assemblages from sites in Kemper County did not include any creamware
or pearlware. The archaeological evidence therefore suggests that there are very few
Choctaw sites that are dated to the early 19th century in Kemper County. Atkinson
(1976) did not find any creamware or pearlware in the assemblages from the sites from
the Edinburgh Lake survey area. There were two assemblages from the Edinburgh Lake
area, 22Ne534 and 22Ne529, that include Choctaw pottery associated with early 19th
century coarse earthenwares, whitewares, redwares, and blue shell-edge ceramics. Such
136

archaeological evidence suggests that similar scenarios occurred in Kemper and Neshoba
counties in the early 19th century.
The absence of creamware and pearlware in the assemblages from Kemper and
Neshoba counties suggests several possibilities. The first scenario derives from
Mooney’s (1995) correlation of site 22Ld532 with the home of Oklahoma using the 1830
Armstrong census. Oklahoma was an early 19th century Choctaw chief who ruled the
Southern Division and lived in the village of Coosa. The inclusion of pearlware in the
assemblages from the other sites in the cluster examined by Mooney (1995) suggests that
they were contemporaneous. The lack of pearlware in Kemper County, coupled with the
fact that Oklahoma was a division chief, suggests that pearlware may have been a highstatus item for the Choctaw. The hypothesis would have to be tested by the examination
of land deeds and other pertinent historical documents. According to this hypothesis, the
absence of creamware and pearlware in other Choctaw areas, including Kemper County,
would be attributed to lack of access. That combed pottery making continued into the
early 19th century in Mississippi, as shown in Blitz (1995) and data in this study, supports
this scenario.
The second scenario includes the possibility that those Choctaws who lived in
Kemper County had entirely rejected the various Choctaw pottery types in favor of
European ceramics as early as ca. 1780. The second scenario is suggested by those
assemblages from sites in the North American Coal survey area that included pearlware,
but do not include any sherds of Choctaw pottery; there are only four such assemblages
(Rafferty et al. 2011). These may reflect a Euro-American occupation that dates to the
early 19th century, but could also reflect an occupation by Choctaws who had become
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completely acculturated by the early 19th century. Even if this latter possibility is the
case, there are too few such sites to account for the entire Choctaw population.
The third scenario is suggested by the fact that little to no archaeological survey
has been conducted in all of the areas that the historical sources suggest were the location
of the larger Choctaw settlements in Kemper County (Carleton 1989). The 1982 Kemper
County survey had, for example, only examined a few parts of the area near DeKalb that
Halbert (1902: 424) suggested was the location of Olitassa (Blitz 1985). Halbert (1902:
426-427) also suggested that Kunshak bolukta was located near the confluence of
Parker’s Creek and Petickfa Creek, though no modern archaeological surveys have been
conducted in that area. Those larger Choctaw settlements would have been located close
to the major trails that ran through Kemper County in the 18th and early 19th centuries, so
they would have had better access to the European trade goods found at the coastal
settlements. The fourth scenario is that the Choctaw adopted large amounts of EuroAmerican whitewares, after ca. 1830-1840, when pearlware manufacture had ceased.
Cushman (1899: 177) recorded the fact that many Choctaws did not teach the young
people the ancient cultural traditions for aboriginal pottery manufacture during the early
19th century. The tradition of pottery manufacture therefore gradually died out by the
time of Removal ca. 1830.
Table I included a number of assemblages from sites that date to the early 19th
century, but were not from the Choctaw homeland. Those sites include many that were
located on the Natchez Trace, and others that were the result of the Choctaws traveling to
American trading posts such as 1Mb100. The assemblages from those sites suggests that
the Choctaws created combed pottery in the late 18th and early 19th centuries in places
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outside of the traditional villages. There is also evidence that the Choctaws used combed
pottery at a few sites that they occupied once they arrived in Oklahoma after Removal ca.
1833. Those Choctaw farmstead sites were documented by Schmitt and Bell (1954),
Williams (1981), and Perino (1978). They suggest that the Choctaws continued to
manufacture combed pottery in the first generation after Removal, but the traditions
concerning how to manufacture those pottery types probably did not survive once the
generation of Choctaws that went to Oklahoma during Removal died. The presence of
aboriginal pottery at those sites is therefore surprising given the absence of aboriginal
pottery that is well-dated to the early 19th century in Kemper and Neshoba counties.
The adoption of Euro-American ceramics by at least some Choctaws also
coincided with the adoption of some Euro-American foods by the Choctaws. The
archaeological evidence for that event includes one cow calcaneus and one fragment from
a long bone that was possibly also from a cow. Those two bones were found at the
Wilson Pasture site, 22Js534, during the 1975 Tallahoma and Souinlovey creeks survey.
The majority of the Euro-American artifacts found at 22Js534 indicate that it was
occupied in the late 18th century (Penman 1977: 248). Blitz (1985: 19) noted that
Bernard Romans said that the Choctaws had adopted European plants and animals in the
1760s. The cow bones in the assemblage from 22Js534 constitute the only archaeological
evidence that suggests that the Choctaws had adopted European foods as early as the late
18th century. Mooney (1997: 33) found six unidentified mammal bones, six fragments of
a mammal bone, and two fragments of a turtle carapace at 22Ld512 and one fragment
from a deer humerus at 22Ld535. Those faunal remains suggest that the Choctaw had
combined European and native foods into their diet in the early 19th century. Additional
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evidence that suggests that the Choctaws adopted European foods into their diet came
from the Jackson’s Well site, 22At512, dating to the early 19th century. The bones in
Feature 2 and Feature 4 at the Jackson’s Well site represented a large variety of species
that were exploited by the Choctaws during the early 19th century. Those domesticated
species included hog and cow; the wild species included white-tailed deer, turkey and
box turtle (Peacock et al. 2011). The lack of any European animal or plant species in
those assemblages from the Choctaw sites in Kemper County is probably due to the
acidic soils in that area.
Additional archaeological evidence for material culture change is found in those
Choctaw burials that date to the late 18th to early 19th centuries. The one Choctaw
cemetery that has been excavated dates to the early 19th century, and was excavated by
Henry Collins (1926). Most of the bones that composed those burials were disintegrated,
so it is not certain how many burials Collins actually excavated. There were, however, a
number of grave goods present in the burials that were well-preserved. They included
many early 19th century Euro-American artifacts such as ceramics and other items. More
importantly, those burials indicated that the Choctaws had adopted European burial
customs by the early 19th century. They apparently were primary burials that were placed
in a coffin similar to contemporaneous Euro-American burials, but the Choctaw burials
had been placed into a cemetery associated with a typical Choctaw settlement rather than
a church (Collins 1926). The 19th century Choctaw cemetery was located in an area that
Henry Halbert (1902) had indicated was the location of the village of Coosa in the early
19th century.
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The burials of Pink Bull and his wife Emma in Kemper County (Rafferty et al.
2011) also provided archaeological evidence that indicates that the Choctaws continued
to observe European-style burial practices after Removal and into the 20th century. The
fact that the Pink Bull cemetery was not located within a churchyard like contemporary
Euro-American cemeteries in the area could be indicative of cultural differences between
the Choctaws and the surrounding Euro-American culture that had persisted throughout
the 19th century. The graves of the early 20th century Choctaw chief Pink Bull (d. 1937)
and his wife Emma were discovered in an area just outside the North American Coal
survey area near Damascus, Mississippi in 2009, and they represent the continued
presence of the Choctaws in this part of their homeland in east-central Mississippi during
the late 19th century and persisting into the early 20th century (Rafferty et al. 2011: 31).
There are currently no well-documented Choctaw burials that can be dated to the
late 17th or 18th century. There are several documentary sources, however, that provide
detail concerning the ceremonies connected to the burial rites of the Choctaws (Galloway
1995). The earliest known description of a Choctaw burial ceremony was recorded by an
anonymous French trader ca. 1730, and he wrote a very detailed description of the burial
process that the Choctaws performed. A number of other detailed descriptions of the
burial process of the Choctaw were written throughout the rest of the 18th century, and all
of them vary in only a few minor details. The bodies of the deceased were processed for
secondary burial over several weeks, and the body was then placed in a container after a
public ceremony in which the family grieved. The type of container that the bones were
placed in was one detail that could vary, and it is not known if those variations have any
real meaning. The body of a chief was accorded the same burial processing as the
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commoners, but the funeral of a chief was also a time of feasting and ceremony that was
attended by several other chiefs (Galloway 1995: 299-300). Some scholars believe that a
few Choctaws may have still observed the ancient funeral rites even after most traditional
Choctaw material culture had died out after Removal (Voss 1995: 29-30).
The period covered by the six seriations ended ca. 1850, when the last of the
Choctaws to live in east-central Mississippi before Removal died. The latest seriated
assemblages were from Southern Division sites; this date is assigned because of the lack
of pearlware and creamware in the assemblages from the Kemper County sites. The 19th
century sites from the Southern Division may have been abandoned at the time of
Removal, though there is no archaeological evidence to directly suggest that. A number
of Choctaws continued to live in the Mississippi homeland after 1850, though it is hard to
distinguish archaeologically between those Choctaws and the Euro and African American
settlers in the area.
Results of the Seriation: Correlation with Divisions
The evidence provided by the six seriations and artifact distribution tables is used
to examine the relationship between the three divisions of the Choctaw confederacy
through time. Galloway (2009: 340-341) hypothesized that the Choctaw confederacy
functioned as a “social imaginary,” which suggests that the Choctaws were a group of
autonomous villages that saw themselves as unified despite their autonomy. Those
autonomous villages were organized into divisions, and the unity between those three
divisions was supported by the creation of a common identity shared by the Choctaws in
all three divisions. There is also some evidence to suggest that the unity shared by the
early Choctaw was decentralized by other, varied forces that operated within the Choctaw
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confederacy. One decentralizing force hypothesized to have operated prior to contact in
1702 was the alliance of particular Choctaw divisions with neighboring Indian groups.
Such alliances are thought to have been with the groups from which each of the three
divisions originated prior to their participation in the Choctaw confederacy ca. 1650
(Galloway 1994a: 414). There is currently not much archaeological evidence to support
the hypothesis that the Choctaws in each division maintained such alliances.
The common identity shared by those groups in the Choctaw confederacy in the
late 17th and early 18th centuries is represented archaeologically by the creation of a few
pottery types that are found in assemblages from all three divisions. One group of pottery
types that they shared was those that were tempered with a mix of shell and grog (Table
8). The various mixed shell/grog-tempered types were mainly found in the Eastern
Division assemblages from Kemper and Lauderdale counties. Atkinson (1976) found a
few mixed shell/grog-tempered sherds in the assemblages from the Western Division, so
I believe that it is possible that future investigations in the Western Division will recover
additional mixed shell/grog-tempered sherds. The assemblages from the area covered by
the 1990 Lake Okatibbee survey did not include any mixed shell/grog-tempered pottery
(Mistovich et al. 1990). There is a possibility that the archaeologists did not correctly
analyze the sherds from Lake Okatibbee because the grog or shell particles were small,
but that is not certain. The Lake Okatibbee survey area, though, was the location of the
third division in the late 17th to early 18th century, and those Choctaws that lived on Lake
Okatibbee would have moved to Jasper County later in the 18th century. Table 8 includes
assemblages from the Souinlovey and Tallahoma creeks region, which suggests that the
Choctaws shared the mixed shell/grog-tempered types more after those Choctaws moved
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to Jasper County. It is possible to say that shell/grog plain was the mixed shell/grogtempered pottery type that was most widely shared across the three divisions, while
shell/grog incised was shared to a lesser degree. The other mixed shell/grog-tempered
decorated types, however, cannot be definitively said to be exclusively found in the
Eastern Division because the samples from the Western and Southern division areas were
so small.
The second group of pottery types that was shared by the Choctaws in all three
divisions was those tempered with shell. I did not make a distribution table of the shelltempered pottery sherds from the sites in the Choctaw homeland because such a
distribution would have included almost all of the sites from the Choctaw homeland area
with any evidence of occupation by the Choctaws; there are a small number of Choctaw
sites that include combed pottery but no shell-tempered sherds. The seriations suggest
that the frequency with which the Eastern Division Choctaws created the shell-tempered
types changed very little in the course of their two hundred year-long occupation of the
Choctaw homeland. The Eastern Division Choctaws made the largest variety of shelltempered sherds, though it is currently not possible to state that definitively because the
sample sizes from the Western and Southern divisions are so small.
The Choctaws, like most other Southeastern Indian groups, created coarse and
fine pottery types. Some of the fine pottery types have a paste that Carleton (1994: 8284) described as being “Addis-like” because it is similar to the paste of Addis Plain
pottery. The coarse pottery types made by the Choctaws were identical to those made by
other Indian groups, so they will not be discussed here, except to say that Mississippi
Plain was the primary coarse pottery type created by the Choctaws, and it was
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represented in the seriations by shell plain. The “Addis-like” paste was created by the
Choctaws with ingredients that included clay and carbonized organics that may have
included ash and charcoal. The “Addis-like” paste may possibly be the same paste
described by Thorne and Broyles (1968: 32) as “Chickachae paste.” The Choctaws
tempered those pottery types that had an “Addis-like” paste with materials that varied by
division (Carleton 1994: 82).
The pottery types that had an “Addis-like” paste were some of the most
chronologically-sensitive types that were created by the Choctaws. I did not, however,
distinguish between those with an “Addis-like” paste and those without it when I
tabulated Tables 3, 4, and 5. The various pottery types that I believe included an “Addislike” paste were described in the archaeological literature as being classified as
Fatherland Incised, Chickachae Combed, Doctor Lake Incised, and Addis Plain. The
description of the sherds using those traditional named types is not very accurate, but it
does allow one to make inference as to which sherds have an “Addis-like” paste, and
those that do not. Voss (1984: 32), for example, described some sherds in the assemblage
from 22Ke567-B as being “Fatherland Incised,” while other sherds are described as
“possible Fatherland Incised.” Such a distinction could indicate that those sherds exhibit
an “Addis-like” paste. The reason why the paste was described as “Addis-like” in most
of the archaeological reports that describe sites in the Choctaw homeland is that it was
not recognized as such by many prior researchers. Galloway (1995: 271) said that the
Choctaw pottery types did not have a regular Addis paste because of the presence of sand
in the paste of some sherds, so the “Addis-like” paste of Carleton (1994) helps define the
irregular nature of Choctaw pottery.
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The proto-Choctaw groups did not develop every aspect of their common material
culture at the moment they began to occupy east-central Mississippi. The various groups
that settled in the area in the mid-17th century brought their respective material cultures
with them and those cultures are represented in the archaeological record by the minor
differences in the pottery types found throughout the Choctaw homeland. The process of
integration, when expressed in evolutionary terms, involved the introduction of
phenotypic variation in the form of many pottery types. Some pottery types survived as
those cultural traits that would become part of the emergent Choctaw material culture
were accepted. The death of other types occurred because they were deemed subversive
to the new Choctaw material culture and identity. The process of integration necessitated
that the people in each incoming group would have to forsake the ancient traditions of
their ancestors and adopt the traditions of the emergent Choctaw confederacy. The
process occurred as the refugees were integrated into the Choctaw confederacy in the late
17th and the early 18th centuries.
The process of Choctaw tribal unification cannot be studied in detail using the six
seriations that I created for the current study though. The main reason why it cannot be
studied in detail is that the decorated types were more sensitive to the forces that killed a
type off as each group was integrated into the Choctaw confederacy, and those decorated
pottery types were more sensitive because the plain types outnumbered them by a ratio of
3:1 (Voss and Blitz 1983: 54). Another factor that affected the ability of the seriations to
document the disappearance of each decorated type is preservation because most sherds
are so small in size that the decorations are often not preserved with much detail. I
therefore did not seriate all thirty-six types from the eligible assemblages, and a total of
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just eleven pottery types were used to order those assemblages. Those changes in the
Choctaw material culture began prior to the first appearance of European trade goods in
the six seriations. Additional changes in the relationship between the three divisions of
the Choctaw confederacy occurred in the mid-18th century as a result of contact.
The distribution of Nicked Rim Incised pottery (Table 9) is significant because it
shows that nicked rim incised pottery was only present in assemblages from the sites of
those villages that are known to have supported the French before and during the
Choctaw Civil War. Those sites include a number of Eastern Division Choctaw sites in
Kemper County, as well as the home of the pro-French Choctaw chief Alibamon Mingo,
Coosa (22Ld512). Another assemblage that includes Nicked Rim Incised pottery comes
from the Chickasawhay site (22Ck502), which was the site of the Jesuit mission in the
French colonial period (Galloway 1982). The distribution of Nicked Rim Incised pottery
sherds (Table 9) does not include any Western Division assemblages, which is important
because many of the Western Division chiefs were pro-British (Galloway 1982). The
distribution of Nicked Rim Incised sherds in the Choctaw homeland suggests a great deal
of interaction between those Choctaws that supported the French. Those attempts by the
Choctaws to unify during the mid-18th century failed because of the stresses of European
contact, which resulted in the Choctaw Civil War.
The distribution of combed pottery and their tempers in the Choctaw homeland
provides data on the relationship between the three divisions in the period that followed
the end of the Choctaw Civil War. One fact that Blitz (1985: 52) noted is that Kemper
Combed is only found in Kemper County, while Chickachae Combed is only found in
Clarke and Jasper counties. Atkinson (1976) noted that the mixed shell/grog-tempered
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combed pottery was only found in Neshoba County. The distribution of combed pottery
in the Choctaw homeland as it was known at the time of the start of the 2008-2010 North
American Coal survey suggested that there had been a neat distribution in which each
division created a combed pottery variety that was distinguished by its temper. Rafferty
et al. (2011) found seven assemblages from the North American Coal survey area that
included combed pottery; some assemblages included grog-tempered sherds, while others
included mixed shell/grog-tempered sherds. The distribution of combed pottery in the
North American Coal survey area suggests that the Choctaws who lived along the border
between the Eastern and Southern divisions used diverse tempers in the late 18th century,
which suggests that they did not observe any neat temper distribution. The distribution of
combed pottery sherds in Table 1 reinforced the hypothesis that is suggested by the North
American Coal survey data. They suggest that those Choctaws who lived in the Eastern
Division made grog-tempered combed pottery, though there were also two Eastern
Division assemblages (22Ke567-B and 22Ke596) that had one Chickachae Combed
sherd. The other two divisions created combed pottery with different tempers, but it
should be noted that there were not as many assemblages from either of those two
divisions available for comparison. The creation of combed pottery by the Choctaws
who lived in each of the three divisions, however, is an indication that there was cultural
transmission in operation among them.
Additional archaeological evidence of increased unity between the divisions came
from the seriations. Each of the six seriations can be considered to be representative of
the history of the Eastern Division starting ca. 1650. Most of the seriations document the
progression of Eastern Division as a single entity throughout most of the 18th century, but
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that changed ca. 1780. The six seriations include Southern Division assemblages after ca.
1780, which suggests that the Choctaws did have one unified ceramic lineage by the early
19th century and Removal. Voss (1995) hypothesized that the Choctaws were unified in
part by increased exposure to Euro-American society, which seems to be the case.
The Choctaws also appear to have become unified after the Choctaw Civil War by
the belief in their origins at Nanih Waiya. The earliest extant versions of the Choctaw
migration and creation stories are dated to the mid-18th century (Swanton 1931: 7-9),
which suggests that the identity of the Choctaw tribe was not linked to the Nanih Waiya
site until then. The importance of Nanih Waiya to Choctaw history is also suggested by
the one historical event that can be associated with Nanih Waiya. The single historical
event is the great national council that was held at Nanih Waiya in 1828, during which
the Choctaws made new laws for the tribe based on the laws of the United States (Halbert
1899: 233). The available archaeological evidence also suggests that the Choctaws began
to use the site in the mid-18th century, but new research could indicate that the Choctaws
used the site before 1750. Blitz (1995: 137) hypothesized that the Choctaws were unified
when they constructed the three conical mounds that once stood at Nanih Waiya. The
available evidence cannot be used to verify that hypothesis, but it is certain that the
Choctaws were able to unify around their “mother mound” of Nanih Waiya by 1800. The
possibility that the Choctaw occupation of Nanih Waiya started during the Late
Mississippian period could be verified by obtaining a large assemblage of shell-tempered
and/or shell/grog-tempered pottery in an excavation of the Nanih Waiya site. The date
for when the Choctaws first occupied the Nanih Waiya site could possibly be confirmed
by obtaining a radiocarbon date from the mixed shell/grog-tempered pottery. It is also
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possible that archaeologists could find a remnant of the pre-mound surface where the
Choctaws supposedly built three mounds in the extant plaza area. Those areas, if found,
could provide a radiocarbon date that suggests when the Choctaws first built the small
mounds at Nanih Waiya. I believe that is possible that the pre-mound surface could
provide a 17th century radiocarbon date, though it is doubtful based on the available
archaeological and historical evidence.
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CHAPTER IV
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The chronology of the many pottery types used by the Choctaws was established
by the six new seriations. The order achieved in those six seriations agrees with the order
achieved by the occurrence seriation created by Blitz (1995) and the frequency seriation
created by Rafferty et al (2011). The six seriations were ordered by the nine main pottery
types that were created by the Choctaws between the 17th and early 19th centuries. The
pottery chronology established by the six seriations is used to interpret the archaeological
record of the Choctaws. The archaeology seems to indicate that the “genesis hypothesis”
for Choctaw origins espoused by Galloway (1995) was correct. The actual event of tribal
genesis can be dated to ca. AD 1650, according to the available archaeological evidence.
The available archaeological evidence does not, however, indicate that that event
occurred at the Nanih Waiya site. The archaeological and historical evidence gathered by
Carleton (1999) suggests that the Choctaws did do some activities at Nanih Waiya, but
not until the mid-18th century. The archaeological and historical evidence pertaining to
the Nanih Waiya site is therefore introduced with the caveat that much of the data from
the site was destroyed via erosion and pot-hunting in the 19th and early 20th centuries.
The data from the six seriations was used to date the Choctaw pottery sherds,
which were organized into six groups: mixed shell/grog-tempered, incised, Nicked Rim
Incised, combed, sand-tempered, and painted/red-slipped. The dates associated with each
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group indicate that the ethnic Choctaws had started to create three of them at the start of
the Choctaw confederacy ca. 1650. The Choctaws gradually adopted the other types at
different times after 1700. Most of the types included in those six groups did not die until
after 1750 for reasons that were linked to contact. The mixed shell/grog-tempered types,
however, died out due to the natural processes involved in the integration of new groups
into the Choctaw confederacy. The painted types were affected by preservation issues in
the Choctaw homeland sites, so it is difficult to objectively evaluate their chronological
placement. The two temper-surface finish seriations, however, only ordered those nine
pottery types that most commonly occur in the assemblages from the Choctaw homeland
area, though there many other types that also occur. One goal of future research in the
Choctaw homeland should be to refine the ceramic chronology further by examining the
chronology of the various types not ordered by the six seriations.
The archaeological evidence suggests that the Choctaws were not acculturated to
a significant degree until after the French established four trading posts in the Choctaw
homeland ca. 1728. The archaeological evidence agrees with the historical evidence in
that we would expect the Choctaws to have been more acculturated once they had greater
access to European trade goods. Two of those French trading posts have been confirmed
archaeologically. Additional archaeological evidence suggests that Choctaws selectively
incorporated some European trading goods into their material culture, but had continued
to use other more traditional material culture items in other cases. One of the European
trade goods that were adopted by the Choctaws during the French colonial period was the
flintlock musket, but they also continued to use traditional native artifacts such as arrow
points and other stone tools throughout the French colonial period. The Choctaws were
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acculturated to an even greater degree after Anglo-American settlers came to the area in
the late 18th century. The Choctaws can only be distinguished in the archaeological
record by the presence of aboriginal pottery, which presents a problem in that there is no
archaeological evidence that the Choctaw in the Eastern and Western divisions continued
to use aboriginal pottery after 1780. There is evidence that the Choctaws in the Southern
Division and in areas outside of the original homeland continued to use aboriginal pottery
types into the early 19th century. Those Choctaws had also adopted many Euro-American
ceramic types and Euro-American foods by the early 19th century.
The archaeological evidence also suggests that by the early 18th century, the
Choctaws had developed a material culture that was common to the three divisions in the
confederacy. The single material culture that had developed was later affected by the
forces of acculturation unleashed by the alliance between the Choctaws and the French,
and then by attempts by the British at trade. The Choctaws attempted to unify during the
French colonial period, and the Nicked Rim Incised pottery type was an indicator of
those attempts. Those attempts at unity failed because the Western Division Choctaws,
who supported the British, did not adopt Nicked Rim Incised pottery. The alliances with
the British and French created a selective pressure that promoted disunity and warfare
among the three divisions of the Choctaw confederacy. The various factions within the
Choctaw confederacy were unified to a degree in the late 18th century, as indicated by the
distribution of the four varieties of combed pottery. The Choctaws were later unified to a
greater degree following Removal because they then had to protect themselves from the
influence of the Anglo-American culture that surrounded them.
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Several projects can be recommended to further Choctaw archaeology. The first
project that I want to propose is an analysis of the Choctaw settlement pattern. John Blitz
(1985) was the first archaeologist to suggest that the Choctaws had a dispersed settlement
pattern as described in the 18th century French and British documents. The sites found in
the North American Coal survey could also be studied via a dispersed settlement pattern
model. The sites studied by Blitz (1985) were not however, studied using a chronological
framework, but one is now available. The phenomenon of settlement pattern change can
be examined by plotting the location of each site with an assemblage that includes one of
the chronologically-sensitive types like Nicked Rim Incised and the combed types. The
phenomenon of settlement pattern change can only be examined in certain assemblages
as there are a number of assemblages that did not include those chronologically-sensitive
types.
Another project that I propose includes the reexamination of the collections made
by Henry Collins in the Choctaw homeland in 1925 and 1926. He published one journal
article (Collins 1926) that describes the excavations that were conducted during the 1925
investigation. Collins (1926: 89) also mentioned that he investigated ten Choctaw village
sites in five counties over one or two weeks, though he did not report his findings in that
article. Henry Collins and his assistant, Henry Knoblock, did write a collection of letters
to the Mississippi Department of Archives and History (Collins and Knoblock 1925), in
which they described many of the artifacts that they examined at those sites that they
investigated. One letter describes a collection of artifacts that included a few pieces of
late 18th century Spanish colonial armor. It now seems apparent that those artifacts are
actually indicative of the presence of a burial, though the exact provenience of the site is
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now unknown. An examination of those letters could help archaeologists relocate those
sites and piece together more of the history of the Choctaws.
I also suggest that archaeological survey should be done in more areas within the
Choctaw homeland. One area that should be surveyed is the town of Shubuta, which was
identified as the location of the village of Yowanni by both Hamilton (1902) and Halbert
(1902). The village of Yowanni was one of the ten sites visited by Collins (1925), which
suggests that there is at least one collection from that area that has not been examined by
archaeologists in recent years. The collection made by Collins would presumably include
Choctaw sherds that could tell archaeologists more about the genesis of the Choctaws in
the 17th century because that collection would come from one of the two Chickasawhay
towns. I looked in the site files for the state of Mississippi, and did not see any Choctaw
sites that have been recorded in the Shubuta area. Future investigations of the area could
discover Choctaw sites as well the site of the fort that was built by the French in Yowanni
ca. 1730.
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